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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC., 
April 15, 2010. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable EARL 
BLUMENAUER to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 
Rev. Dr. Clyde Mighells, Lighthouse 

Reformed Church, Howard, Pennsyl-
vania, offered the following prayer: 

O Lord, who called this Nation into 
being through the lives and sacrifice of 
those whose hearts were stayed upon 
You; be upon and within this congres-
sional body as they conduct the work 
of this great Nation. 

Grant them courage to stand for 
what is right, resistance when pressed 
to do wrong, compassion for the con-
cerns of Your heart, and the ability to 
preserve and protect the Constitution 
of these United States of America. 

May the very mind of Christ be upon 
them as they labor to write the next 
chapter in the legacy of this great 
land; that their plans might be guided 
by the heritage upon which we stand, 
that their lives might reflect the call-
ing to serve, and that this great Nation 
might continue to embrace and support 
the work of freedom and democracy 
throughout the world. 

It is in the blessed name of our Lord, 
Jesus Christ, that we lay these re-
quests at Your feet. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 

last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KAGEN) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. KAGEN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

WELCOMING REV. DR. CLYDE 
MIGHELLS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been a rare privi-
lege this day to have the minister from 
my church, the Lighthouse Reformed 
Church in Howard, Pennsylvania, the 
Reverend Dr. Clyde Mighells, lead the 
prayer before the House of Representa-
tives. 

Dr. Mighells was born the son of a 
tent evangelist, and followed his father 
into the ministry when he was or-
dained by the Presbyterian Church, 
USA, in 1985. He then took his master’s 
from Dubuque Theological Seminary 
and his doctorate at Newport Univer-
sity in 1996. 

While performing the tasks of pas-
toral ministry, Dr. Mighells followed 
his father’s example of using magic 
tricks as teaching tools. He found that 
magic tricks would pique the interest 
of his listeners and create a more re-
ceptive audience. 

After 20 years serving churches 
across New York and Pennsylvania, in 

2006 Dr. Mighells and his wife Sharon 
developed a performance ministry, tak-
ing the message of escaping drugs and 
the timely topic of anti-bullying into 
elementary, middle, and high schools. 
In 2009, they were featured at the Inter-
national Fellowship of Christian Magi-
cians. 

We are lucky enough to have Pastor 
Mighells as our minister, and we don’t 
mind sharing him with his continuing 
great ministry work in schools, 
churches, and with other groups. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 10 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LARRY WEYERS 

(Mr. KAGEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Larry Weyers 
of Green Bay, Wisconsin, as he enters 
his retirement. For 24 years, Mr. 
Weyers has served northeastern Wis-
consin as a distinguished community 
leader. As his friends, family, and col-
leagues will gather at the Green Bay 
Packer stadium, Lambeau Field, on 
April 19 to pay tribute to him and his 
dedicated service to our community, I 
respectfully request my colleagues join 
in honoring this outstanding indi-
vidual. 

Among his many accomplishments, 
Mr. Weyers has been presented with 
the Rotary Free Enterprise Award and 
received an honorary Golden Apple 
Award from the Green Bay Area Part-
ners in Education. In 2009, he was a 
nominee for the Platts Lifetime 
Achievement Award. Mr. Weyers has 
supported his community, and we wish 
him well in his retirement. 
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Mr. Speaker, as Mr. Weyers cele-

brates his retirement, I ask all of my 
colleagues to salute him and to remind 
him that retirement is simply reoccu-
pation, and he will be just too busy to 
go back to work. 

f 

SURRENDERING OUR SUPERIORITY 
IN SPACE TECHNOLOGY 

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, for 
as long as I can remember, America 
has reached for the stars. Nothing has 
gotten more kids to do their math and 
science homework than the dream of 
being an astronaut. All of America 
stood still, huddled at their black-and- 
white TV sets, when Neil Armstrong 
stepped out on the moon. 

America put a man on the moon, set-
ting the imaginations of our children 
on fire, feeding that good old American 
desire to be the best, to achieve, to 
dream of things not yet done. But the 
administration says they are canceling 
NASA’s Project Constellation and 
America’s return to the moon. America 
is surrendering our superiority in space 
technology to the Russians. 

Unilateral space abandonment is 
nonsense. So next time our astronauts 
want to go into space, they will have to 
hitchhike with the Chinese or the Rus-
sians. And if we need to repair a de-
fense satellite, I am sure our buddies, 
the Chinese, will be glad to give us a 
lift. Yeah, right. Our children, our fu-
ture will suffer for this incompetent 
decision. This ought not to be. 

But that’s just the way it is. 

f 

HONORING ERICKA DEBENEDICTIS 

(Mr. HEINRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. Speaker, I have 
often said that innovation is what 
America does best. Recently, I had the 
honor of meeting one of our great cur-
rent and future innovators, Ericka 
DeBenedictis. Ms. DeBenedictis is an 
18-year-old Albuquerque student who 
recently won the prestigious Intel 
Science Talent Search, which recog-
nizes our best and brightest young sci-
entists. This long-standing award has 
been characterized as the equivalent of 
winning a junior Nobel Prize. 

Ms. DeBenedictis received the top 
prize because of her research in low en-
ergy orbit software, a program which 
would enable space vehicles to navi-
gate the solar system using gravity’s 
pull and minimal fuel. 

On behalf of everyone in New Mexi-
co’s First Congressional District, I 
want to say how incredibly proud we 
are of Ms. DeBenedictis and the hard 
work that she put into her project. As 
I’ve said, innovation is what America 
does best. And it looks like innovation 
might be what Ms. DeBenedictis does 
best too. 

TAX DAY 
(Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, as Kentuckians file their taxes 
today, sending their hard-earned dol-
lars to the Federal Treasury, Ameri-
cans want to know exactly what they 
are getting in return. Like jobs maybe? 
Over the last 2 years, Congress has 
given America three things: a series of 
bailouts, a failed stimulus package, 
and a government takeover of health 
care, each costing around a trillion dol-
lars or more. In return, there are over 
225,000 Kentuckians and 15 million 
Americans out of work. Everyone 
agrees that the economy and job cre-
ation have been at the top of the list of 
what Americans are saying is the most 
important things to be done. 

Rightfully, in my mind, we hear over 
and over again, ‘‘Where are the jobs?’’ 
Well, we are going to focus on climate 
change or we are going to focus on 
other things that Americans don’t care 
about when in fact we need a sound en-
ergy policy, a sound manufacturing 
policy, and a sound trade policy. In-
stead of focusing on the economy and 
job creation, the agenda in Congress 
has left Americans with uncertainty. 

When Americans feel their tax dol-
lars aren’t being used right, the Demo-
crats in Congress say, ‘‘Just send 
more.’’ Well, Americans expect our 
focus to be on policies that create jobs, 
building a future for our children. And 
business can’t thrive on an economy 
falsely buoyed. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF REVEREND 
BENJAMIN HOOKS 

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, a great 
cedar, a great lion, a leader, a golden- 
throated warrior and silver-tongued or-
ator of the Gospel, and a great civil 
rights icon, Benjamin Hooks, fell in 
Memphis, Tennessee this morning. 

The Reverend Benjamin L. Hooks 
was the head of the NAACP from 1977 
to 1992. He was also the first African 
American on the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, appointed by Presi-
dent Nixon. He served 5 years, from 
1972 to 1977. And the first African 
American trial court judge in Ten-
nessee, appointed by Governor Frank 
Clement in 1965, and elected in 1966. 

The Reverend Hooks led this country 
through some of its more difficult 
times in civil rights. He joined with Dr. 
King in the Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference in 1956 after he had 
been ordained as a minister in Mem-
phis at Middle Baptist Church. He was 
an attorney, he was a businessman, he 
was a minister, he was a civil rights 
leader. 

He was awarded the Medal of Free-
dom by President Bush in 2007, and re-

cently was up here in Congress and 
talked to many Members of the Con-
gress in the Rayburn Building just 2 
months ago. He leaves his wife Frances 
and many, many millions who bene-
fited from his leadership and his cour-
age. His was a life well lived. 

Thank you for coming our way, Ben-
jamin Hooks. 

f 

‘‘WE THE PEOPLE’’ EVENTS IN 
AIKEN 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, a grassroots group in Aiken, 
South Carolina, is holding meetings to 
educate the residents about the Con-
stitution and the principles of our 
Founding Fathers. Coordinated by 
Debbie Nix, the group is called ‘‘We the 
People, Aiken.’’ I am pleased to have 
attended one of their weekly Constitu-
tion classes recently at the H. Odell 
Weeks Activity Center. 

During my recent visit to the group 
meeting, I highlighted my concerns 
about the government health care 
takeover and discussed how simply re-
pealing it is not sufficient. We believe 
we must swap it with a more affordable 
solution that is centered around the 
patient and not the government. That 
is why I introduced H.R. 4944, the Sid-
ing With America’s Patients (SWAP) 
Act, to continue to cover preexisting 
conditions, but will repeal the tax 
hikes and the unaffordable mandates 
on individuals and small business own-
ers. 

I want to thank the members of ‘‘We 
the People, Aiken’’ for their warm wel-
come and for their efforts to promote 
America’s founding principles. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops 
and we will never forget September 11 
in the Global War on Terrorism. 

f 

TAX CUTS BENEFIT OHIOANS 
(Mr. WILSON of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WILSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as 
this country’s economy was about to 
fall off the cliff, Congress acted. We 
strengthened and improved our econ-
omy by helping working families. On 
Tax Day, it is important to note that 
99 percent of the working families in 
my State of Ohio have benefited from 
25 different tax cuts through the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 

Mr. Speaker, according to the Citi-
zens for Tax Justice, working people in 
Ohio received on average $1,046 from 
these breaks. That includes an average 
of $496 from one of the fastest and most 
widely shared tax cuts in American 
history, the Making Work Pay tax cut. 
Social Security recipients received a 
one-time recovery payment of $250. 
And more than 879,000 families in Ohio 
were protected from paying higher 
taxes under the alternative minimum 
tax. 
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More must be done as we put Amer-

ica back to work, but I am proud to 
have supported the Recovery Act and 
am pleased to see the tax cuts helping 
so many Americans. 

f 

GOVERNMENT GONE WILD 

(Mr. BONNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, spring 
break just ended, but if you thought 
Washington tax-and-spenders were tak-
ing a vacation from their money-grab-
bing ways, you were badly mistaken. 
Every day it seems another headline is 
proclaiming the administration’s lat-
est plans to dramatically increase your 
taxes in order to pay for its trillion- 
dollar spending binge. 

Now, there are some close to the 
President who are throwing out the 
possibility that after the election they 
are going to throw out a value added 
tax not in place of our current tax sys-
tem, but in addition to it. Mr. Speaker, 
this isn’t the latest video of spring 
breakers going wild, this is a real life 
example of government gone wild. 

The President, backed by the largest 
Democrat majorities in Congress since 
the 1970s, has doubled the Federal def-
icit in just 1 year, and has forced down 
our throat a government takeover of 
health care that, mark my words, the 
American people don’t want and we 
cannot afford. Ironically, hardworking 
taxpayers will have until midnight to-
night to file their tax returns. They 
have worked 4 long months just to pay 
their Federal tax bill. And soon they 
will be working even longer to feed this 
addiction. This has got to end. 

f 

b 1015 

HONORING OUR VIETNAM 
VETERANS 

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the veterans of the 
Vietnam War in my congressional dis-
trict in south Florida and around our 
country. These heroic soldiers an-
swered the call of duty, and we’re all 
grateful for their service and their sac-
rifice. 

Many of our Vietnam veterans didn’t 
get the welcome home they deserve, 
and that is why this Saturday, one of 
our great local veterans, Commander 
David Knapp, is organizing a welcome 
home event in Ft. Lauderdale. It may 
be belated, but I say, better late than 
never. 

Every day I go to work fighting to 
make sure that every man and woman 
who has worn the uniform of our coun-
try has access to the full range of bene-
fits they have earned. That means 
world-class health care, access to a col-
lege education and more. 

I look forward this weekend to hon-
oring the service of our local Vietnam 
veterans and every day as we work to-
gether to stand with those who served 
our country. 

f 

TAX DAY 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, tax day. 
Today is a grim day for many Ameri-
cans. It was only last week that the av-
erage American taxpayer had worked 
enough days to pay their annual bill, 
and the current Congress is looking to 
add even more days to that burden. 

In the present Congress alone, taxes 
have been increased by $670 billion, and 
at least 14 new taxes will hit middle-in-
come Americans. At the end of the 
year, the death tax will snap back up 
to its 2001 level, gobbling up family 
farms and small businesses. Marginal 
tax rates will snap back up to previous 
levels reducing America’s take-home 
pay. And now we hear that the admin-
istration may consider a new value 
added tax to pay for the entitlements 
and increased government spending. 

The simple fact is that more money 
in the pocket of the government is less 
in the bank accounts of our family 
businesses. 

Today is a grim tax day. But I worry 
that 2011 will look much worse for the 
American taxpayer. 

f 

TAX RELIEF 

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, as today is 
tax day, it is important that American 
people are aware of the savings and tax 
cuts brought to them over the past 
year. In conjunction with President 
Obama, we have ensured that tax 
breaks no longer focus on the wealthy, 
but rather on the hardworking Ameri-
cans. 

With the enactment of the Recovery 
Act, we are able to provide tax breaks 
for many aspects of American life, 
from investing in small business, to in-
vesting in energy efficiency, to sending 
your child to college, to buying a new 
car. These tax reductions are helping 
families and businesses across America 
get back on their feet while spurring 
business investment and job creation. 

All totaled, Congress has enacted 
over $800 billion in tax cuts, including 
25 within the Recovery Act. Perhaps 
one of the most critical provisions of 
the past year was the Making Work 
Pay tax credit, which is dedicated to 
providing 95 percent of all American 
workers with a tax break, including 
254,000 residents in my district alone 
through the reduction in tax 
withholdings by their employer. 

As Americans return their tax forms 
today, a majority will find that a por-
tion of their burden has been lifted 

through the swift action of this Cham-
ber. 

f 

IT’S TIME TO CUT TAXES AND 
SPENDING 

(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, as mil-
lions of Americans, and the people in 
my State of Louisiana, file their in-
come taxes today, they are reminded 
how they labor under a tax scheme 
that discourages hard work, invest-
ment and savings. 

Federal, State and local taxes claim 
almost 27 percent of the average Amer-
ican’s income. This means the average 
taxpayer worked until April 9 this year 
just to make enough money to pay 
their taxes. Meanwhile, our budget def-
icit this year is a record $1.5 trillion, 
three times the highest Bush deficit. 

This tax increase equates to more 
than $2,100 for every person in the 
United States and explodes the Presi-
dent’s pledge not to raise taxes on 
Americans earning less than $200,000. 

And now we hear that the adminis-
tration is considering a value added tax 
which taxes goods and services at every 
point in the process. 

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to taxes 
and our budget, let me suggest that 
Americans are not undertaxed; Wash-
ington is overspending. It is time for 
Congress to cut taxes across the board 
and stop the wasteful spending pro-
grams. 

f 

TAX RELIEF FOR AMERICAN 
FAMILIES 

(Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, today, as Americans put the 
finishing touches on their tax returns, 
they’ll see that Congress and this 
President have enacted tax cuts that 
benefit middle class and working class 
families. Despite the echo chamber of 
right wing misinformation, some of it 
we’ve heard here today, Mr. Speaker, 
we can finally set the record straight. 
For 8 long years, the Republicans put 
the interests of the wealthy few above 
the interests of middle class families, 
and they gave massive tax cuts for 
only a few Americans, sent the na-
tional debt soaring, and they had no 
way to pay for it. 

In this last year we’ve cut $800 billion 
in taxes focused on helping middle 
class families and small businesses. 
Americans are getting jobs, they’re 
buying homes or a car, and they’re 
sending their children to college. 

As Bruce Bartlett, adviser under 
Presidents Reagan and George H.W. 
Bush recently noted, ‘‘Federal taxes 
are very considerably lower by every 
measure since Obama became Presi-
dent.’’ 
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And so while the other guys stand 

with the banks and insurance compa-
nies and CEOs, we’ll continue to stand 
on the side of working families. 

f 

WHO WOULD HAVE EVER 
IMAGINED? 

(Mr. JORDAN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
who would have ever imagined in the 
greatest country in history we would 
see the things we have over the last 
year from the Democrat Congress and 
the Obama administration? 

Who’d have ever thought we’d see a 
$1.4 trillion deficit? Who would have 
ever thought we’d see a $12 trillion na-
tional debt? 

Who would have ever imagined we’d 
have $670 billion and counting in new 
taxes imposed this year on American 
taxpayers, including taxes on the mid-
dle class? 

And, now, who would have ever imag-
ined coming soon to you and your fam-
ily, a value added tax? 

How bad does it have to get before we 
stop the madness, before we stop the 
excessive spending, the excessive bor-
rowing and the excessive taxation? 

Mr. Speaker, today, on tax day, the 
American people get it. Hopefully, soon 
the Democratic Congress will. 

f 

COMMEMORATING THE DISTIN-
GUISHED CAREER OF STEVE 
JOHNSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
OF THE WASHINGTON PUBLIC 
UTILITY DISTRICTS ASSOCIA-
TION 

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, we have 
been doing a lot of work here in the 
House to try to lead the country for-
ward on energy independence and en-
ergy security, but there’s been some 
great local leadership as well. 

I want to honor today one of those 
great local leaders, Mr. Steve Johnson, 
one of my constituents who, for 23 
years, has served with distinction as 
the executive director of the Wash-
ington Public Utility Districts. 

Steve has had an incredible career 
leading this group forward, which rep-
resents 27 public utility districts. 
That’s over 1.7 million citizens. And I 
want to note three of this local leader’s 
achievements. 

First, he has led to reforms which 
have benefited Washingtonians who 
have not had high speed telecommuni-
cations available to them, truly a vi-
sionary action by Steve. 

Second, Steve’s leadership has al-
ways helped PUDs obtain funding for 
more energy efficiency and conserva-
tion projects. Steve’s been ahead of his 
time. 

And, third, Steve’s been a real leader 
in municipal water systems. Steve’s ca-

reer has really been notable for moving 
the PUDs forward. He’s been a great 
local leader. We hope the country fol-
lows his leadership. 

Congratulations to Steve and Vicki 
in their next great pursuit. 

f 

A WIN FOR AMERICAN WORKERS 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
American workers have just won a 
great and historic victory. Employees 
of Mohawk Industries will share the $18 
million that the company agreed to 
pay to settle a lawsuit accusing it of 
hiring illegal immigrants in order to 
hold down wages. 

The settlement comes on the heels of 
the Obama administration’s decision to 
largely abandon enforcement of our 
immigration laws at America’s work-
places. This legal victory gives a valu-
able tool to other workers who suffer 
at the hands of employers who want to 
keep wages low by hiring illegal immi-
grants. 

If the Obama administration won’t 
act to protect American workers, 
American workers now have the power 
to protect themselves by filing law-
suits against employers who hire cheap 
and illegal labor. 

Mr. Speaker, if employers continue 
to break immigration laws, may there 
be many more such lawsuits. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF ROB 
KRENTZ 

(Ms. GIFFORDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Rob Krentz, a 
rancher whose family has been in 
southeast Arizona since 1907. 

On March 27, Rob was shot and mur-
dered on his ranch. This senseless act 
is a stark reminder why the federal 
government must do more to protect 
citizens who live and work along the 
southern Arizona border. Law enforce-
ment officials believe the killer may 
have been a drug smuggler who escaped 
to Mexico. 

Mr. Krentz was a pillar of the ranch-
ing community. He had a heart as big 
as the land that he loved. Many who 
spoke at his funeral said that Rob was 
the nicest guy you will ever meet. 

He was a humanitarian who provided 
food and water to the people that he 
found in distress, and was likely doing 
just that when he was murdered. 

Rob will be known for his work with 
the Malpai Borderlands Group, ranch-
ers who are dedicated to conservation 
of the land. 

Rob Krentz was a husband, a brother, 
a father, a grandfather, an uncle, and a 
friend to so many. We grieve his loss 
and send our prayers to his wife, Susan, 
and children, Andy, Frank, Kyle, and 
all that knew this great man. 

He will be deeply missed, but he will 
never be forgotten. 

f 

YOU CANNOT HAVE EMPLOYMENT 
WITHOUT EMPLOYERS 

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, you cannot have employ-
ment without employers. One year 
after the enactment of the $787 billion 
stimulus package, unemployment con-
tinues to hover near 10 percent, yet 
congressional Democrats just keep on 
spending. 

Against the will of the American peo-
ple, this Congress has enacted a $2 tril-
lion takeover of our Nation’s health 
care system and pushed the Nation’s 
debt limit to an astounding $14.2 tril-
lion. The burden of this massive spend-
ing falls on the shoulders of the Amer-
ican taxpayers. 

Government-run health care alone 
raises $569 billion through new taxes, 
regulations, and costly mandates on in-
dividuals, employers, and health care 
providers. 

Furthermore, the administration 
proposes to increase taxes by $2 trillion 
by allowing the vital cuts that benefit 
small businesses to expire, increasing 
tax rates on capital gains and rein-
stating the dreaded death tax. 

As the economy struggles to recover, 
Congress must halt this reckless spend-
ing and end its assault on American job 
creators. 

f 

SENDING OUR SINCERE CONDO-
LENCES TO THE PEOPLE OF PO-
LAND 

(Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, in New Britain, Connecticut, 
on Sunday, over 1,000 people came to-
gether at Sacred Heart Catholic 
Church to mourn the 96 public serv-
ants, diplomats and military leaders 
who died in the tragic plane crash in 
Poland. 

This tragedy has shocked the entire 
world, but it’s hit my district particu-
larly hard. The Polish American com-
munity in Connecticut has deep roots 
and remains strongly connected to 
their homeland. 

Our Polish inheritance is visible 
throughout the community of New 
Britain, Connecticut, and the sur-
rounding suburbs. Broad Street in that 
town has been named ‘‘Little Poland’’ 
by the city council. There are people 
grieving today at Casimir Pulaski 
School in Meriden, at Pulaski Middle 
School in New Britain, and certainly 
this summer during the annual 
Dozynki harvest festival, a tradition 
which Polish immigrants brought to 
New Britain, Connecticut, during their 
immigration to the United States. 
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As Americans, and as a people with 

deep and lasting Polish roots, we to-
gether mourn this terrible tragedy and 
send our sincere condolences to the 
people of Poland. 

f 

b 1030 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4715, CLEAN ESTUARIES 
ACT OF 2010, WAIVING REQUIRE-
MENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE 
XIII WITH RESPECT TO CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS, AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO 
SUSPEND THE RULES 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 1248 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1248 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4715) to amend 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
reauthorize the National Estuary Program, 
and for other purposes. The first reading of 
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived except those arising under clause 9 or 
10 of rule XXI. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against provisions 
in the bill are waived. Notwithstanding 
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the 
bill shall be in order except those printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. In 
the case of sundry amendments reported 
from the Committee, the question of their 
adoption shall be put to the House en gros 
and without division of the question. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. The Chair may entertain a motion 
that the Committee rise only if offered by 
the chair of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure or his designee. 
The Chair may not entertain a motion to 
strike out the enacting words of the bill (as 
described in clause 9 of rule XVIII). 

SEC. 3. The requirement of clause 6(a) of 
rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to consider a 

report from the Committee on Rules on the 
same day it is presented to the House is 
waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported through the legislative day of April 
16, 2010, providing for consideration of a 
measure relating to the extension of unem-
ployment insurance. 

SEC. 4. It shall be in order at any time 
through the legislative day of April 16, 2010, 
for the Speaker to entertain motions that 
the House suspend the rules relating to a 
measure addressing the extension of unem-
ployment insurance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maine is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. For the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina, Dr. FOXX. All 
time yielded for consideration of the 
rule is for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and to insert 
extraneous materials into the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides 

a structured rule for consideration of 
H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act of 
2010. The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of 
rule XXI and provides that the bill 
should be considered as read. The rule 
waives all points of order against the 
bill itself. 

The rule makes in order the seven 
amendments printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report and waives all points of 
order against those amendments except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of 
rule XXI. With respect to the amend-
ments reported to the House, the ques-
tion of their adoption shall be put en 
gros and without division of the ques-
tion. The rule provides for one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

The rule provides that the Chair may 
entertain a motion that the committee 
rise only if offered by the chair of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure or a designee. The Chair 
may not entertain a motion to strike 
out the enacting words of the bill. 

The requirement of clause 6(a) of rule 
XIII for a two-thirds vote to consider a 
report from the Committee on Rules on 
the same day it is presented to the 
House is waived with respect to any 
resolution reported through the legis-
lative day of April 16, 2010, providing 
for consideration of a measure relating 
to an extension of unemployment in-
surance. 

Finally, it should be in order at any 
time through the legislative day of 
April 16, 2010, for the Speaker to enter-
tain motions that the House suspend 
the rules relating to a measure ad-

dressing the extension of unemploy-
ment insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, many of the Nation’s 
estuaries are in poor environmental 
health. An impaired estuary not only 
impacts commercial and recreational 
fishing, it also harms small businesses 
that rely on clean water and reduces 
the number of tourists coming to the 
State. Degraded coastal wetlands re-
sult in increased flooding, shoreline 
erosion, and damaged infrastructure. 

Estuaries are unique places where 
freshwater mixes with salt water from 
the oceans. The mixing water provides 
a productive and dynamic habitat for a 
wide variety of fish and wildlife. Lob-
sters, clams, and striped bass all de-
pend on the estuaries as a habitat. 
They also provide critical habitat and 
breeding areas for hundreds of species 
of birds and other wildlife. 

We’re here today to discuss a bill to 
help restore our Nation’s estuaries by 
promoting comprehensive planning ef-
forts in nationally significant estuaries 
such as Casco Bay and the Piscatisqua 
River Estuary on the Maine-New 
Hampshire border. Many of these estu-
aries are part of the National Estuary 
Program and provide an excellent ex-
ample of how a stakeholder-driven, col-
laborative program can successfully 
address water quality problems. 

Estuaries provide habitat for 75 per-
cent of the U.S. commercial fish catch 
and 80 to 90 percent of the recreational 
fish catch. Estuaries and associated 
coastal areas help drive the Nation’s 
economy. In my State alone in Casco 
Bay, the economic value in a good year 
of just one species of shellfish, the 
softshell clam, is estimated to be be-
tween $1.6 and $15.7 million annually. 
Without clean water, the men and 
women who depend on these resources 
lose their jobs. We cannot let that hap-
pen. We owe it to these hardworking 
individuals to invest in these precious 
areas. 

Investing in the National Estuary 
Program, the NEPs, is a good invest-
ment in our communities, and the 
NEPs make good use of their Federal 
funds. Between 2003 and 2009, NEPs le-
veraged $1.98 billion from $140 million 
in EPA grants. 

The Casco Bay Estuary Partnership 
is truly a partnership and they work 
with our local towns. The estuary part-
nership and Brunswick, West Bath, 
Phippsburg, and State and Federal 
agencies are working together in the 
New Meadows River Watershed Part-
nership. The partnership works on 
coastal protection, especially related 
to water quality and keeping clam flats 
open for harvesting. This effort has 
been largely funded by the estuary 
partnership. 

Beyond providing habitat and a place 
for commercial activities, estuaries are 
great places to kayak, boat, swim, or 
go bird watching. It is important to 
know that much of the value of estu-
aries declines if people, if the public, 
cannot access them. 

The underlying bill requires the con-
sideration of sustainable commercial 
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businesses and the management plan-
ning process, and it is important for 
the estuaries programs to explicitly 
recognize the role working waterfronts 
play in providing jobs and access to our 
estuaries. Without working water-
fronts, we lose access to the estuary 
and the economic and cultural heart of 
many coastal communities. 

As an organization with strong ties 
to its community, the Casco Bay Estu-
ary Partnership relies on the participa-
tion of a whole range of stakeholders, 
local governments, State and Federal 
agencies, environmental groups, busi-
nesses, schools, and local universities. 
These stakeholders come together to 
develop a comprehensive conservation 
and management plan. The manage-
ment plan provides the framework for 
protecting and restoring the estuary 
and identifies discrete activities to ad-
dress priority problems such as water 
quality, nutrient loading, and habitat 
restoration. 

The Casco Bay Estuary Partnership 
exemplifies the watershed focus, and 
the partnership works closely with the 
Portland Water District, local land 
trusts, and other organizations who all 
share the common interest of a healthy 
watershed. These partnerships pay off 
when the partners come together and 
tackle multiple issues with the same 
solution. 

The estuary partnership also helps to 
create good jobs through restoring the 
health of our estuaries. The Casco Bay 
Estuary Partnership is working closely 
with the town of Brunswick to replace 
an undersized culvert on Adams Road 
on the Thomas Cove salt marsh. The 
existing culvert is in need of replace-
ment for purely engineering reasons. 
The partnership carried out local in-
vestigations and funded design work, 
developing a vision of how replacing a 
structure with a larger one would in-
crease tidal flow and fish access to the 
salt marsh landward of Adams Road. 
The estuary partnership’s work helped 
the town with a grant application to 
NOAA’s Gulf of Maine Program res-
toration fund to raise additional 
money to support the effort. The suc-
cess of these and other projects across 
the country show how much we can 
achieve by working together. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 

colleague from Maine for yielding 
time. I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand here very trou-
bled with the legislation the Demo-
crats in charge have chosen to bring 
forward today. While the goal of having 
good water quality in our Nation’s es-
tuaries indeed has its merits, I’m dis-
traught that we are not debating some-
thing today which will address the dire 
challenges that are keeping my con-
stituents up every night wondering 
how they will continue to feed their 
children and find work. 

I’m concerned that this legislation 
does not reflect the economic chal-
lenges confronting our Nation. Our na-

tional debt stands at $12.8 trillion and 
is growing every day; yet this bill in-
creases funding levels for the National 
Estuary Program under the EPA to $50 
million per year, a 43 percent increase. 
Actions speak louder than words, Mr. 
Speaker, and this action suggests the 
Democrats in charge, at best, are in de-
nial or, at worst, are simply indifferent 
to the economic situation our country 
is facing. 

At a time of record budget deficits, 
it’s crucial that we hold the line on 
spending. The Obama administration 
likes to talk about fiscal restraint, but 
we have yet to see these words put into 
action. This bill is a classic example of 
legislation that could be trimmed back 
by keeping the authorization levels 
static rather than increasing them, but 
the Democrats refuse to allow such re-
straints and instead continue to appear 
to be oblivious of the fact that our Fed-
eral deficit is growing each day. 

This bill is also being brought forth 
today under a structured rule, adding 
to the record number of structured and 
closed rules the Democrats have arbi-
trarily used since they’ve been in the 
majority. Democrats have chosen to 
stifle and control the debate today pre-
senting the Congress with another 
structured rule, eliminating both Re-
publicans’ and Democrats’ ability to 
offer important amendments affecting 
their constituents. 

After promising to have the most 
open and honest Congress in history, 
why has the Speaker consistently gone 
back on her word? Why are Democrats 
in charge shutting off debate and si-
lencing their colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle? Are they afraid of de-
bate? Are they protecting their mem-
bers from tough votes? 

Regardless of their motives, one 
thing is clear: The Democrats in charge 
are doing the American people an in-
justice by refusing to allow their Rep-
resentatives to offer amendments on 
the floor of the people’s House. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, according to 
ExpectMore.gov, a watchdog for Fed-
eral Government program perform-
ance, the National Estuary Program is 
only performing adequately. This per-
formance rating indicates that the pro-
gram needs to set more ambitious 
goals, achieve better results, improve 
accountability, and/or strengthen its 
management practices. As usual, the 
Democrats in charge have decided that 
the best way to fix a problem is simply 
to throw more money at it—money 
which we do not have, money which we 
have to borrow—and hope the program 
performs more effectively. This is a 
wrongheaded, fiscally irresponsible pol-
icy, and I urge my colleagues to reject 
this rule and vote ‘‘no.’’ 

And with that, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate the thoughts from my 
good friend from North Carolina, but I 
have to disagree with her. 

First, I want to remind her that we 
are here today to debate and talk 

about the rule for the National Estuary 
Program, and as someone from North 
Carolina who also represents a lot of 
coastal communities, I am sure that 
your fishermen and your tourism in-
dustry depend just as much on clean 
water and healthy estuaries as we do in 
the State of Maine. And I don’t want to 
underestimate the importance to jobs, 
to job growth and to a healthy econ-
omy that the estuary program has in a 
coastal State. 

I also want to say that this merely 
increases the authorization for the 
funding. This isn’t spending the money 
today, and decisions can be made down 
the line. But important decisions do 
need to be made to protect more estu-
aries in our country to make sure that 
these vibrant areas that produce much 
of our fishing stock and are critical to 
our tourism industry continue to 
thrive and are vibrant. 

Estuary counties only make up 13 
percent of the Nation’s land area but 
account for 49 percent of the GDP and 
support 28 million jobs. So if you want 
to talk about jobs and you’re from a 
coastal State and you’re going to ne-
glect taking care of our estuaries, I 
think you need to go home and talk to 
the people of those coastal districts, 
commercial fishermen, people who de-
pend on the tourism industry and know 
what a critical bill we’re talking about 
today. 

But if you want to sidetrack the de-
bate and you want to get into a debate 
about the deficit, I want to remind you 
that when my party left office, we had 
a surplus and we were comfortably 
moving ahead with the economy. But 
for 8 years, we had a tremendous 
amount of unpaid bills in this country. 
The majority of our deficit came from 
two wars that weren’t paid for, of 
which we have people who disagree 
with our involvement in these wars 
today; tax cuts for some of the wealthi-
est people in this country who didn’t 
need those tax cuts, but those tax cuts 
were not funded; a prescription drug 
program that was not paid for. And, in 
fact, when the Republicans passed that 
bill, they didn’t even require that we 
negotiated with the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. 

b 1045 

In fact, we pay the highest prices in 
the world, and you wonder why our 
economy and our deficit is in bad 
shape? I think you have to look at the 
last party in power when you are look-
ing at where to place the blame. 

Look, people in my State are hurt-
ing. We have a tough economy. We 
have lost a lot of our manufacturing 
industry to jobs overseas, to a tremen-
dous change in that economy, and I 
don’t want to say for one minute that 
the people in my State are comfortable 
with the job situation. They are hurt-
ing, and they want more help. 

But, unlike the Republicans, the 
Democrats put forward the Recovery 
Act. Much of that money has come to 
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my State and yours. And while we are 
not there yet, it’s had an effect. It’s 
helped us rebuild some of our roads and 
bridges. It helped keep teachers and 
firefighters and policemen in their 
jobs. It has funded research and devel-
opment. It’s gone to a whole host of 
necessary clean water infrastructure 
development. The list is long of how 
that money has been invested in our 
State. 

We have $35 million to extend our 
train service, which is very important. 
Extending Amtrak in the Northeast 
has been a great boon and will be very 
helpful to our economy. 

To say that the Democrats aren’t, 
one, paying attention to the deficit 
and, two, doing all they can to assist in 
the job creation in this country is to 
neglect exactly what those facts are. I, 
again, will not say that we are where 
we want to be in this economy, but, 
last month, the U.S. economy gained 
more jobs than any other month over 
the last 3 years, an increase in 162,000 
jobs. That is a sign that the labor mar-
ket is at least moving in the right di-
rection to stabilize. 

Let’s remember, though, when Presi-
dent Obama took over when I was first 
elected as a freshmen, the economy 
was losing 700,000 jobs a month; and the 
previous President had already had to 
go in and bail out the banks because of 
the lack of oversight of our financial 
services industry. So we took over an 
economy in very tough shape, and at 
least it is moving in the right direc-
tion. 

There are other numbers that, while 
they don’t give us all that we need, 
they are a positive sign. In the last 
month, the manufacturing industry 
added 17,000 jobs, retailers have added 
15,000 jobs, and leisure and hospitality 
accounted for another 22,000 jobs. We 
are moving in the right direction. 

When I go home to my district, I ask 
the people who work in the tourism in-
dustry—tourism is now the largest in-
dustry in our State, and I am sure it is 
a big industry in North Carolina. I ask 
them how they are doing; and they say, 
well, we are getting some positive 
signs. We have more bookings, more 
people are coming in this spring. Peo-
ple are feeling a little bit more com-
fortable about the economy. And while 
that’s not where we need to be, at least 
we have people moving in the right di-
rection. 

We also have gained the confidence of 
people who say, thank goodness you 
passed some health care reform, health 
care reform that will cut the deficit in 
the long run, stabilize Medicare. And I 
can tell you from my small businesses 
what I hear more than anything else is 
from people who say how am I going to 
cover my employees, how am I going to 
cover myself as an individual? And I 
can now go back home to my State and 
say, if you have 25 employees or less, 
you will get a 35 percent tax credit this 
year. You are going to get real assist-
ance in providing your employees with 
health care. And we are doing it with 

also cutting the deficit and cutting the 
instability in the Medicare system. 

I just want to say that, A, we are 
here to talk about estuaries, which, in 
my opinion and from my coastal State, 
is a very important job creator and 
revenue enhancer and critical to our 
fishing industry, which is very impor-
tant in our State. I think you have to 
look at where you are laying the blame 
when you talk about this tough econ-
omy. Nobody likes the situation we are 
in, but nobody is working harder to 
change it than the Democrats. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
I am tempted to say, so much to say, 

so little time. I was going to ask my 
colleague to yield so she could clarify 
to me her comment that we are cutting 
the deficit. 

You know, this is a classic example 
of the Democrats saying one thing and 
doing another. It just happens over and 
over and over again. The American 
people, Mr. Speaker, are waking up to 
this issue. 

My colleague wants to talk about 
how, when President Obama came to 
office, what a sorry state the economy 
was in. She never, along with her other 
colleagues, ever acknowledged the fact 
that Democrats were in charge of the 
Congress for 2 years before President 
Obama came into office and put this 
economy on the skids. It’s the Demo-
crats who are in charge of Congress 
who have the fault laid directly at 
their feet. 

Before the Democrats took over the 
Congress, we had 54 straight months of 
job growth in this country under Presi-
dent Bush and with a Republican-led 
Congress. They bash. They talk about 
unpaid bills. They created the unpaid 
bills when they came in in January of 
2007. 

They have increased spending in the 
past 2 years 84 percent. And what has it 
accomplished? More government jobs. 
Tout the 162,000 jobs all you want. 
Those are primarily government jobs, 
short-term jobs with the Census. 

My colleagues call things something 
that they are not. The Recovery Act? 
That is the bailout that occurred in 
February last year that was supposed 
to keep the trillion dollar spending, 
that was supposed to keep unemploy-
ment below 8 percent, that was sup-
posed to create 3 trillion jobs? Please. 

The American people aren’t buying it 
anymore. They know that the Demo-
crats are the ones who are in control, 
and they know that the Democrats are 
the ones who are responsible for the 
disaster that we are seeing in this 
economy. 

Unemployment is over 11 percent in 
my State. Yes, we want the estuaries 
to be protected. They are vital to many 
jobs in North Carolina. But spending 
more money is not the answer. Having 
the Federal Government live beyond 
its means is simply not the answer. 

This year, the Federal budget deficit 
is projected to be between $1.3 and $1.5 

trillion. And, again, my colleague men-
tioned cutting the deficit, when we 
hear even from President Obama’s own 
appointees at the CBO and Chairman 
Bernanke that we cannot maintain our 
status as the greatest country in the 
world with this horrible debt and def-
icit that the Democrats are placing on 
our backs, on the backs of our children 
and our grandchildren. 

And I love the way my colleagues 
talk about this prescription drug pro-
gram that was passed under a Repub-
lican President and the Republican 
Congress that was not ‘‘paid for.’’ They 
hate it. And yet what they are going to 
do in their health care bill, they are 
going to close the doughnut hole. Sure, 
they are going to add to the spending 
on the prescription drug plan, the one 
that they hate so much. They hate it 
on the floor here when they want to 
use it as an excuse, but then they love 
it when they want to put more money 
into it. 

Come on, folks, let’s have a little 
consistency here in the approach that 
you take. Most of your consistency 
does involve putting the government in 
control of our lives and spending, 
spending, spending. The American peo-
ple know that in these tough times 
they should save, not spend money. 

And last but not least, let me say my 
colleagues always say this is not spend-
ing, this is only authorizing. And then 
when it comes to the appropriations, 
they will say, well, we have to appro-
priate because this was already author-
ized. This is another gimmick that 
they put in place simply to spend more 
money. And, again, the American peo-
ple are waking up. They understand it, 
and they don’t like it anymore. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league mentioned that this bill is a bill 
that’s important because it creates 
jobs. My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle, along with the President, 
have done such a poor job of creating 
jobs in the past with all the spending 
that they have done, and yet every-
thing that comes up is a jobs bill. 

I now want to quote from a March 3 
Washington Times editorial: ‘‘From 
immigration to clean energy to ex-
panding the social safety net, there’s 
no better way to grease the skids for 
new government programs in Wash-
ington nowadays than to declare them 
job-producing bills. Then watch sup-
porters line up and potential opposi-
tion crumble.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, when I was home in 
North Carolina the past 2 weeks for our 
Easter break, numerous constituents 
shared with me their concerns that the 
Federal Government is borrowing and 
spending too much. The American peo-
ple know that in these tough economic 
times they should save, not spend 
money. But the Federal Government 
doesn’t reflect the common sense that 
I see throughout the Fifth District of 
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North Carolina. Instead, the Democrats 
in charge continue to borrow more and 
spend more, increasing our Federal def-
icit on the backs of our children and 
grandchildren. 

My colleagues can no long blame the 
deficit and economic difficulties today 
on the previous administration, al-
though they continue to try. The 
Democrats in charge have shown they 
don’t care about the deficit by con-
tinuing to dig America into a bigger 
and bigger hole with more reckless 
spending. All of this borrowed money is 
being spent by the ruling Democrats, 
while the unemployment rate con-
tinues to rise and the deficit continues 
to grow. I think my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle are so in love 
with their power that they believe that 
they can overrule the laws of econom-
ics. 

Since the Democrats took control of 
Congress, Mr. Speaker, in January of 
2007, they have raised the debt limit 
five times and the national debt has in-
creased by 42.4 percent, or $3.68 trillion. 

Democrats enacted a debt increase in 
February 2009, promising that bor-
rowing another trillion dollars would 
create jobs immediately and unemploy-
ment would not rise above 8 percent. 
However, there were still 85,000 job 
losses this past January, and unem-
ployment has consistently been hov-
ering around 10 percent in the country 
and much higher than that in many of 
our States. 

I have opposed all these efforts to 
raise the debt limit. According to the 
analysis by The Heritage Foundation, 
the White House projects $10.6 trillion 
in new deficits over the next decade. 
This is nearly $80,000 per household in 
new borrowing. 

It’s beyond time to stop digging. The 
new budget estimates, including an es-
timated total national debt of $24.5 
trillion in 2019 under President 
Obama’s budget, are alarming and 
unsustainable. The result would be the 
highest level of spending and debt in 
American history. 

We hear now also that our colleagues 
across the aisle don’t even want to 
present a new budget. And why don’t 
they want to present a new budget? Be-
cause they would have to reveal again 
these really distressing numbers to the 
American people and have to respond 
to them. 

This is an irresponsible lack of fiscal 
restraint carried on the backs of our 
children and grandchildren. My con-
stituents at home and Americans 
across the Nation are not operating 
their family budgets as recklessly as 
this Congress is spending taxpayer dol-
lars. We have to point out all the time, 
this is not government money. This is 
money earned by hard-working tax-
payers, more and more of whom are 
losing their jobs every day and losing 
the opportunity to work and pay their 
taxes, not money that’s created by the 
government, except, of course, when 
they print it, which is going to result 
in inflation. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE). 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. I thank the distin-
guished gentlelady for yielding and for 
her outstanding leadership on behalf of 
taxpayers. 

I rise in opposition to the rule, to fol-
low ordinary protocol, but it’s impos-
sible to come to the floor today and 
not talk about what hundreds of mil-
lions of Americans are thinking about 
today, some of whom will be driving 
late to the post office, heavy laden 
with an envelope that they hope they 
got right, to file their taxes. It is tax 
day in America, April 15; and it is a 
tough, tough day for working families, 
small businesses, and family farms. 

b 1100 

You know, Will Rogers said famously 
the only difference between death and 
taxes is that death doesn’t get worse 
when Congress is in session. And that 
has probably never been as true in my 
10 years here on Capitol Hill as it has 
been in the last year and a half under 
this administration and this majority 
in Congress. 

Now, we heard a lot yesterday here 
on the floor of the Congress about tax 
cuts that have been passed into law. I 
rise this morning, Mr. Speaker, to real-
ly set the record straight because the 
American people have a choice to make 
this fall, and they deserve to know the 
facts. 

Yesterday, I enjoyed a number of 
speakers from the Democrat majority 
who came down boasting of having cut 
taxes by hundreds of billions of dollars. 
I think I even heard one speaker say 
that this Congress had cut taxes more 
than any Congress in American his-
tory. That one elicited a chuckle yes-
terday, and I can’t help responding the 
same today. Here are the facts: 

First and foremost, this Congress has 
voted and this President has signed 
into law $670 billion in tax increases in 
the last year and a half, $670 billion. 
And the list includes 14 tax hikes 
signed into law, totaling $316 billion on 
middle class families in direct viola-
tion of the pledge that President 
Obama made not to raise taxes on indi-
viduals that make less than $200,000 a 
year or families filing jointly that 
make less than $250,000 a year. It really 
is astonishing. And thanks to the great 
work of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the Republican minority there 
led by the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan, DAVID CAMP, people can 
go to the Web site, they can go to 
gop.gov, they can go to the Web site of 
the Ways and Means Committee and 
look at this full list. 

Under the health care bill, Public 
Law 111–148, new taxes on individuals 
who don’t purchase government-ap-
proved health insurance, it’s $17 billion 
over 10. A new tax on employers who 
fail to fully comply with government 

insurance mandates, $52 billion in tax 
increases. A new 40 percent excise tax 
on certain high-cost health plans, 
that’s $32 billion in tax increases over 
10, and on and on and on the list goes. 
But that’s not where it ends. 

Under SCHIP, Public Law 113–3, to-
bacco tax increase and expanded en-
forcement authority, $65.515 billion in 
tax increases over 10. So-called stim-
ulus bill repealed guidance allowing 
certain taxpayers to claim losses of an 
acquired corporation, that’s a $6.9 bil-
lion tax increase. And on the list goes. 
It is $670.341 billion and counting. And 
I say again, not only has this Congress 
increased taxes by $670 billion since 
President Obama took office, but the 
list includes 14 tax increases totaling 
over $316 billion on middle class fami-
lies. 

It is truly astonishing to think that 
arriving on the scene during the worst 
economy in 25 years that the response 
of this administration and this Con-
gress has been to take what in my 
judgment was excessive spending under 
Republican control and put it on 
steroids and pay for it with hundreds of 
billions of dollars in new taxes, and of 
course enacting more government. 

Now, taking directly on the assertion 
of my Democrat colleagues, in the time 
I have remaining, the suggestion that 
Democrats have passed the largest tax 
cuts in history, you know, the Amer-
ican people have got to be asking, Are 
they kidding? But no, they’re not. In 
fact, the President, in remarks while 
signing the government takeover of 
health care with $570 billion in tax in-
creases in it, actually said, ‘‘And when 
this exchange is up and running, mil-
lions of people will get tax breaks to 
help them afford coverage, which rep-
resents the largest middle class tax cut 
for health care in history.’’ 

Now, I was on a television show right 
after the distinguished Senator from Il-
linois, Senator DICK DURBIN, where he 
made the same assertion. And even 
PolitiFact, an independent and analyt-
ical organization online, took a look at 
what Senator DURBIN said, suggesting 
that Obama Care was the largest mid-
dle class tax cut in history, and they 
gave it a false the next day. 

Here are the facts, and here is where 
the stretch comes from: it is the asser-
tion, presumably, by Democrats that 
the $466 billion in subsidies paid di-
rectly to insurance companies in the 
health care takeover represents tax 
cuts. Well, if I can just say for the 
record from my heart, paying insur-
ance companies isn’t a tax cut to me, 
okay. I mean, I was raised south of 
Highway 40, but I’m trying to keep—if 
this Congress ever wants to get around 
to actually cutting my taxes, writing 
checks to insurance companies that 
you’re paying for with higher taxes, 
that’s not a tax cut to me. A tax cut to 
me is reduce my taxes so I can keep 
more of my hard-earned money. 

There are other nickel and dime 
things in the stimulus bill, the refund-
able tax payments they’re pointing to, 
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but the biggest chunk of their claim of 
having cut taxes is $466 billion in sub-
sidies paid directly to insurance com-
panies in the health care takeover. I 
think that’s why PolitiFact referred to 
Senator DURBIN’s assertion as false as 
an independent analysis and why inde-
pendent observers have also rejected 
that. 

Look, it’s a serious day in the life of 
the Nation. The truth is the American 
people are hurting. This government is 
running about a $1.3 trillion deficit. We 
ought to get serious about fiscal dis-
cipline in Washington, D.C. and we 
ought to get real about giving the 
American people across-the-board tax 
relief. Only cutting taxes across the 
board—like John F. Kennedy did, like 
Ronald Reagan did, like George W. 
Bush did after the towers fell—only by 
cutting taxes across the board for 
working families, small businesses and 
family farms can we hope to ignite the 
entrepreneurial energy of this country 
to lift Americans and to create jobs 
once again. 

I appreciate the time the gentlelady 
has yielded. It is important to set the 
record straight. The American people 
deserve to know on tax day that this 
administration and this Congress have 
increased taxes by $670 billion and 
counting, because in just a few months 
after Congress has made its decisions, 
the American people are going to get a 
chance to make theirs. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

We can go back and forth all day 
about he said, she said, who has low-
ered taxes more, who has cut the def-
icit, who has done what, but let’s just 
recall when the Republicans were in of-
fice. They cut taxes for the wealthiest 
people in this country, which contrib-
uted considerably to the deficit. And 
while the Republicans did not vote for 
the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act, one-third of that and more is 
our tax cuts for the middle class. So if 
one of my colleagues was on the floor 
saying that this was the largest tax cut 
ever enacted, it may or may not have 
been, but I think it was the largest tax 
cut for the middle class and the group 
of working people in our country who 
need it more than anybody. 

I just want to read a quote here from 
Bruce Bartlett, the domestic policy ad-
viser under President Reagan and 
Treasury Department economist under 
President George H.W. Bush. He said 
on 3/19/2010: ‘‘Federal taxes are consid-
erably lower by every measure since 
Obama became President.’’ According 
to the JCT, last year’s $787 billion 
stimulus bill, enacted with no Repub-
lican support, reduced Federal taxes by 
almost $100 billion in 2009 and another 
$222 billion this year. 

Let’s just talk a little bit about 
what’s in there because people love to 
talk about these abstract notions of 
did you or didn’t you lower taxes. Well, 
here’s what’s in the American Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act, one-third of 

which was tax cuts. Congress has en-
acted more than $800 billion in tax cuts 
with another $285 billion working its 
way through Congress, and this Recov-
ery Act had 25 different tax cuts for 
Americans in this country. 

The Making Work Pay tax cut pro-
vided immediate and sustained tax re-
lief to about 95 percent of all American 
workers and their families. It’s a re-
fundable tax credit up to $400 per work-
er or $800 per couple filing jointly. That 
has already been enacted. Over 110 mil-
lion working families, that’s about 95 
percent of Americans, now are getting 
the tax relief they need right now. 

The Child Tax Credit: I hear from so 
many people how difficult it is for 
working families to be able to afford 
the cost of childcare. Republicans de-
cided to vote against the childcare tax 
credit, which cut the taxes of families 
of more than 16 million children 
through an expansion of the Child Tax 
Credit, a very important thing, I think, 
that we enacted this year. 

The Earned Income Tax Credit: ex-
panded the Earned Income Tax Credit, 
providing tax relief to families with 
three or more children and increasing 
the Marriage Penalty Relief. Now, 
again, that’s for working-class fami-
lies. Those are tax cuts for the wealthi-
est in this country, which is what the 
Republicans did during their time, 
making sure the rich got richer. No, we 
went for the Earned Income Tax Cred-
it. 

The American Opportunity College 
Tax Credits: how often do we hear from 
working class families today struggling 
to provide for tuition for their kids’ 
college? That helps more than 4 mil-
lion additional students attend college 
with a new $2,500 tax credit for fami-
lies, which is partially refundable, al-
ready been enacted. 

The Alternative Minimum Tax Re-
lief, protecting 26 million middle class 
families who are being hit by the alter-
native minimum tax. 

And we all know about the First- 
Time Homebuyers Tax Credit which al-
lowed the first-time homebuyer $8,000, 
moved it up from $7,500. That has been 
extended. Now, maybe you don’t hear 
this in your district; but you wouldn’t 
be listening if you didn’t hear from real 
estate agents who talk about how bene-
ficial that has been in moving the stag-
nant housing market. I hear about it 
all the time. I hear about it from them 
to want to make sure that we continue 
to extend that tax credit that went di-
rectly to working families, to those 
people who needed the benefit, who 
wanted to invest in a new home, who 
wanted to have that opportunity. And I 
know I hear all the time about what a 
great benefit that has been. 

Incentives to buy new cars were in 
there, to provide a tax deduction for 
State and local sales taxes and excise 
taxes paid on the purchase of new cars. 
We all know we had to do everything 
we could to get Detroit working again 
to help American manufacturing. 

Now, that is just what individuals 
benefited from. Let me just talk about 

a few of the business tax incentives to 
create jobs. That was $10 billion over 10 
years, supported by the Chamber of 
Commerce and the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers. That was in the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act that was voted for by the Demo-
crats and opposed by the Republicans. 
And I’m sorry to see that, because this 
was an important issue for the Cham-
ber of Commerce, certainly important 
for our businesses. That included bonus 
depreciation, helping businesses to 
quickly recover the costs of new cap-
ital investments by extending the in-
creased bonus depreciation for busi-
nesses making investments in new 
plants and equipment in 2009. I don’t 
know about you, but we’re anxious to 
have new capital investments in our 
plants and equipment, and so I was 
very proud to stand behind that. 

Small business expensing: spurring 
small business investment by extend-
ing small business expensing, doubling 
the amount that small businesses can 
immediately write off on their taxes 
for capital investments and purchases 
of new equipment. The write-off has 
helped many of the businesses in all of 
our districts. 

Buying back debt: providing assist-
ance to companies looking to reduce 
their debt burdens by delaying the tax 
on businesses that have a discharged 
indebtedness which will help those 
companies strengthen their balance 
sheets so they can invest in job cre-
ation. 

Small business loss carrybacks, 
which increase the cash flow for small 
businesses by providing a 5-year 
carryback of net operating losses. I 
know I hear about this frequently and 
was proud to support it and help those 
businesses in my district who felt this 
was essential. Sorry to see that the Re-
publicans didn’t want to vote for yet 
another small business and business 
tax investment. 

We had the small business invest-
ments, spurring investments by small 
businesses by cutting capital gains tax 
on investors in small business who buy 
stock in the next 2 years and hold it 
more than 5 years. 

We had a tax credit for jobs, for re-
cently discharged, unemployed vet-
erans and disconnected youth. How 
often do we hear about those people 
who served our country, many of whom 
are unemployed? How important is 
that to make sure that we give more 
jobs to recently discharged, unem-
ployed veterans? Those are just a few 
of the tax measures that were enacted 
under the Recovery Act. 

For a party, the Republicans, who 
say they want to cut taxes, they seem 
to only want to do it on the wealthiest 
people in this country. Or big corpora-
tions who ship jobs offshore, I guess 
it’s okay to cut taxes there; but when 
it comes to the middle class, when it 
comes to helping people with tuition, 
when it comes to childcare tax credits, 
the very difficult price that working 
moms and working families pay to 
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keep their children in childcare—which 
we know is a growing expense for 
young families—giving them a tax 
credit, that’s where I think our tax 
credits should go. 

And what about the renewable en-
ergy and energy efficiency tax incen-
tives to spur energy savings and create 
jobs? I don’t know how people feel in 
your district, but I know in mine they 
want to end their dependence on for-
eign oil. They want to invest in mak-
ing their homes more efficient, and 
those energy-efficient tax credits have 
been very helpful in my State. I meet 
up with people all the time who say, 
I’m so glad I had the opportunity to in-
vest in winterizing my home. I know it 
doesn’t get as cold in North Carolina, 
but in Maine we’re a cold State. We’re 
about the most dependent State in the 
country on oil. 

b 1115 

So for those of us in Maine, in New 
England, we actually may have the old-
est stock in the Nation as we are 38th 
in per capita income and as we have 
the greatest percentage of seniors in 
this country, so we have a perfect 
storm. We have a lot of very old people 
without much income who are living in 
very old houses. Our State is basically 
80 percent dependent on oil. So, when 
the costs of oil rise, people are left 
struggling in their homes, unable to 
pay those bills. Many of them have to 
decide whether to heat their homes, to 
buy their prescription drugs, or to put 
food on their tables. For them, having 
energy-efficient home tax credits has 
been great. It has allowed a lot of peo-
ple to put on new storm windows, to 
add that layer of insulation in order to 
tighten up the home, to really find 
ways to reduce the costs of getting 
through the winter, and to reduce our 
dependence on foreign oil. 

We have the plug-in hybrid tax cred-
it, which spurs the next generation of 
cars by providing tax credits for people 
who purchase plug-in hybrids and all- 
electric vehicles. What more could you 
ask for in this country but to spur on 
innovation and new technology and to 
help out our ailing automobile and 
manufacturing industries. 

There are tax credits for renewable 
energy, easing the credit crunch for re-
newable energy. I am in a State that 
wants to develop our wind power capac-
ity, that wants to have more solar 
power, and that wants to have tidal en-
ergy. These very tax credits are help-
ing our individuals and businesses to 
do it, and this is just the beginning. 
Then, as we talked about earlier, we 
also enacted health insurance reform. 

So I think this is the party which is 
thinking first of the middle class, of 
small businesses and which is very wor-
ried about how people get through Tax 
Day. This party has done a variety of 
things to help that along, and I hope 
that we can find some Republican votes 
to do more in the future in order to 
continue to spur on job creation and to 
cut taxes for our middle class. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. FOXX. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague from 
Maine failed to mention her own State 
and what it is doing, and I find it very 
interesting. I have an article from June 
24, 2009, from The Wall Street Journal, 
entitled ‘‘Maine Miracle.’’ I will just 
quote a couple of things from the arti-
cle. 

‘‘At last, there’s a place in America 
where tax cutting to promote growth 
and attract jobs is back in fashion. 
Who would have thought it would be 
Maine? 

‘‘This month, the Democratic legisla-
ture and Governor John Baldacci broke 
with Obamanomics and enacted a 
sweeping tax reform that is almost, but 
not quite, a flat tax.’’ This is a big in-
come tax cut, especially given that so 
many other States in the Northeast 
have been increasing rates. 

At the end, it says, ‘‘One question is 
how Democrats in Augusta were able 
to withstand the cries by interest 
groups of ‘tax cuts for the rich?’ Mr. 
Baldacci’s snappy reply: ‘Without em-
ployers, you don’t have employees.’ He 
adds: ‘The best social services program 
is a job.’ Wise and timely advice for 
both Democrats and Republicans as the 
recession rolls on and budgets get 
squeezed.’’ 

My colleague leaves out so cleverly 
the fact that her own State has gone 
against the grain of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I want to say that I am quite, 
quite interested in hearing her list all 
of these supposed tax cuts that are 
being made, but she never mentions 
the tax increases that are going into 
effect which offset these tax cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an arrogance 
across the aisle that is almost pal-
pable. It is that the Federal Govern-
ment should be picking winners and 
losers in this country. What I was 
struck by was the very targeted tax 
cuts that my colleague has been brag-
ging about. As my colleague from Indi-
ana said, what we should be having in 
this country is an across-the-board tax 
cut. That’s what Republicans believe 
in. We believe the money that hard-
working Americans earn is their 
money, not the government’s money. It 
is not our right to decide how they 
spend their money. 

As to what Republicans did, yes, we 
cut taxes for wealthy individuals, but 
we cut taxes for everyone. What the 
Democrats do over and over and over 
again—and again, it comes from an ar-
rogance, a hubris, which says we are 
smarter than the American people, 
which says we know how to spend your 
money better than you know how to 
spend your money. Therefore, we are 
going to tell you where you can get tax 
cuts. 

If these tax cuts by George Bush were 
so horrible, why is it that President 
Obama is going to continue some of 
those? He is going to let some expire, 
but he is going to continue some. So 

my colleagues across the aisle obvi-
ously are bashing their own President 
when they say these were horrible, hor-
rible tax cuts that were put into effect 
by the Bush administration. 

The motto of the State of North 
Carolina is to be rather than to seem, 
and that hits me so often when we are 
on the floor, when I’m listening to my 
colleagues across the aisle, because 
they are always trying to seem rather 
than to be. They are trying to say to 
the American people, Look at the won-
derful things we’re doing for you. The 
American people have had about all 
they can stand of the good things that 
the Democrats are trying to do for 
them, and I think today is a great ex-
ample of that. 

It is ironic that this is Tax Day. 
There are probably going to be a mil-
lion or so people out on The Mall this 
afternoon near the Washington Monu-
ment. These are folks who have said, 
I’ve had it up to here with the Federal 
Government. These people are involved 
with the tea party movement. I wel-
come them to Washington, and I wel-
come the fact that they are everywhere 
today, all over the country, having 
these meetings where they’re saying, 
It’s time for us to take back our coun-
try. It’s time for us to tell the Federal 
Government, We’ve just about had 
enough of you in terms of your taking 
away our money and deciding where to 
spend it. 

I think it’s a wonderful movement 
and that we should encourage it at 
every opportunity, because this is what 
this country is about. The first three 
words of the Constitution are written 
larger than the rest of the words, and 
they are ‘‘We the People.’’ 

We need to be honoring those people 
who are coming here and who are dem-
onstrating all over the country that 
they’ve had it with the Democratic 
Party, that they’ve had it with govern-
ment spending, that they’ve had it 
with debt. I want to encourage them to 
do more and more and more and to 
send the message to our colleagues 
that they don’t care for the way 
they’re being treated by the Democrats 
in charge of this government right 
now. They’ve had enough of it, and 
they want us to cut spending and to 
cut taxes across the board, not to de-
cide who are the winners and the los-
ers. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 24, 2009] 

MAINE MIRACLE 
At last, there’s a place in America where 

tax cutting to promote growth and attract 
jobs is back in fashion. Who would have 
thought it would be Maine? 

This month the Democratic legislature and 
Governor John Baldacci broke with 
Obamanomics and enacted a sweeping tax re-
form that is almost, but not quite, a flat tax. 
The new law junks the state’s graduated in-
come tax structure with a top rate of 8.5% 
and replaces it with a simple 6.5% flat rate 
tax on almost everyone. Those with earnings 
above $250,000 will pay a surtax rate of 0.35%, 
for a 6.85% rate. Maine’s tax rate will fall to 
20th from seventh highest among the states. 
To offset the lower rates and a larger family 
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deduction, the plan cuts the state budget by 
some $300 million to $5.8 billion, closes tax 
loopholes and expands the 5% state sales tax 
to services that have been exempt, such as 
ski lift tickets. 

This is a big income tax cut, especially 
given that so many other states in the 
Northeast and East—Maryland, Massachu-
setts, New Jersey and New York—have been 
increasing rates. ‘‘We’re definitely going 
against the grain here,’’ Mr. Baldacci tells 
us. ‘‘We hope these lower tax rates will en-
courage and reward work, and that the lower 
capital gains tax [of 6.85%] brings more in-
vestment into the state.’’ 

These changes alone are hardly going to 
earn the Pine Tree State the reputation of 
‘‘pro-business.’’ Neighboring New Hampshire 
still has no income or sales tax. And last 
year Maine was ranked as having the third 
worst business climate for states by the 
Small Business Survival Committee. Still, 
no state has improved its economic 
attractiveness more than Maine has this 
year. 

One question is how Democrats in Augusta 
were able to withstand the cries by interest 
groups of ‘‘tax cuts for the rich?’’ Mr. 
Baldacci’s snappy reply: ‘‘Without employ-
ers, you don’t have employees.’’ He adds: 
‘‘The best social services program is a job.’’ 
Wise and timely advice for both Democrats 
and Republicans as the recession rolls on and 
budgets get squeezed. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to my colleague on 
the Rules Committee, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding to me, and I want 
to associate myself with her remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, my Republican friends 
talk about fiscal responsibility, and 
they talk about how we need to focus 
on the economy. Let’s review the 
record here. 

George Bush inherited from Bill Clin-
ton a sound economy and a surplus. 
The Republicans came in. They basi-
cally eliminated the surplus, and they 
drove this economy into a ditch. What 
President Obama inherited was the 
worst economy since the Great Depres-
sion. That is what they did. 

My friend from North Carolina wants 
to talk about arrogance. What about 
the arrogance of creating this enor-
mous debt, of taking this surplus that 
they’ve inherited and just frittering it 
away and creating an all-time high, 
historic national debt? Where is the ar-
rogance of that? 

Tax cuts for rich people that weren’t 
paid for. That went onto our debt. 

Two wars we are fighting. None of it 
paid for and trillions of dollars onto 
our debt. 

When they were voting for all of this 
stuff, there was no mention of the im-
plications to average families. 

A prescription drug bill not paid for. 
Hundreds of billions of dollars added to 
our debt. 

Do you want to talk about arro-
gance? That’s arrogance. That’s what 
they gave us. They gave us the worst 
economy since the Great Depression. 
They drove this economy into the 
ditch, and now they’re complaining 
about the size of the tow truck. 

It is Tax Day. At this moment in our 
history, we have to clean up a mess. 
It’s easy. It’s fun to create a mess. 
When we were kids, it was always fun 
to mess things up. It wasn’t so fun 
when our mothers told us, You’ve got 
to clean things up. We are cleaning 
things up. We are cleaning up their 
mess. I wish we didn’t have to, but 
that’s what they left us. 

In terms of tax relief, we have the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act. It had tax cuts for average work-
ing families, tax incentives for busi-
nesses to create jobs by increasing 
bonus depreciation, by allowing small 
businesses to immediately write off 
new equipment purchases, and by pro-
viding a 5-year carryback for net oper-
ating losses. They had an opportunity 
to vote for that, and they voted ‘‘no.’’ 
They voted ‘‘no.’’ 

On health reform, there are tax cred-
its to help families pay for health care 
coverage. The cost of health care has 
become obscene. There are tax credits 
for small businesses to help them offer 
coverage to their employees. What did 
they do? They voted ‘‘no.’’ 

There have been hiring incentives to 
restore employment, the so-called 
HIRE Act. There has been a payroll tax 
holiday for businesses that hire unem-
ployed workers and retain them. How 
did they vote? ‘‘No.’’ They voted ‘‘no’’ 
on that. 

The Small Business and Infrastruc-
ture Jobs Act provides tax incentives 
to help spur investments in small busi-
nesses. They all talk about small busi-
nesses. How did they vote on that? 
‘‘No.’’ 

There has been permanent estate tax 
relief that ensures that nearly all es-
tates—99.8 percent—are exempt from 
taxes. How did they vote? ‘‘No.’’ On 
every measure that provides relief to 
average working families, they voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I am sorry. I say to 
my Republican friends that we are not 
trying to accommodate the Donald 
Trumps of the world and that we are 
not interested in providing more and 
more tax breaks, you know, to big cor-
porations and to big financial institu-
tions that created this mess on Wall 
Street. We have a different set of prior-
ities, which is to help average working 
families get through this economic cri-
sis that they created, and we are going 
to do that with or without their help. 

So I am proud to stand with the 
President and with the leadership in 
this Congress to focus on working fam-
ilies. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that remarks in de-
bate are properly directed to the Chair 
and should not be addressed in the sec-
ond person. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, again, I con-
stantly find it amazing how our col-

leagues want to rewrite history and 
how they assume that nobody is going 
to check up on what they are saying. 
That’s not happening these days. 

I want to remind my colleagues that, 
when the Democrats took over the 
Congress in January 2007, President 
Bush was still in office. The deficit was 
less than $400 billion. Since President 
Obama’s inauguration, the U.S. has 
had an average monthly deficit of 
$122.6 billion. By comparison from the 
year 2000 to 2008, the average annual 
deficit was $196 billion. Again, they can 
try to rewrite history, but the numbers 
are out there. 

I also want to point out that my col-
league was talking about the child tax 
credit. I was really confused about 
that, so I double-checked. The child tax 
credit is going to drop from $1,000 to 
$500 in January 2011 as a result of the 
Bush tax cuts being changed by our 
Democrat friends. It seems they don’t 
have quite the concern for children and 
married couples that Republicans have. 

In an article today in Congress Daily, 
entitled ‘‘Credit Check’’ by Peter Cohn, 
I read, ‘‘In a quirk of the law’s draft-
ing—’’ this is about the tax credit for 
first-time home buyers ‘‘—each spouse 
must meet the same test. A married 
couple would have had to have lived in 
the same home for 5 years to get the 
long-time resident credit or each would 
have to be a first-time buyer to get the 
higher credit.’’ 

There is a real antipathy towards 
married couples in the policies that our 
Democratic colleagues continue to 
pass. Again, they are always picking 
winners and losers instead of allowing 
the American people to do with their 
money what they would like to do. 

My colleagues talk about these rich 
people all the time. It appears that 
they simply never want to see another 
rich person in this country. They have 
such antipathy for the rich. What Re-
publicans want is for every American 
to be able to be rich. Why is that not a 
wonderful goal to have? 

[From CongressDaily, Apr. 15, 2010] 
CREDIT CHECK 

(By Peter Cohn) 
Democrats this week have been touting the 

middle-class tax cuts they’ve doled out, such 
as a new credit for home purchases, as Amer-
icans face today’s filing deadline. 

But they haven’t mentioned an unhappy 
little accident of the November law that ex-
tended and expanded the credit In many 
cases newlyweds are out of luck, even if they 
would have qualified before they were mar-
ried. (Full disclosure: This column’s author 
recently discovered this ‘‘marriage penalty’’ 
applied to him and his wife.) 

The November law extended an $8,000 tax 
credit for first-time buyers—defined as some-
one who had not owned a home in the last 
three years—through April 30, provided the 
settlement occurs before June 30. The law 
also created a $6,500 credit for buyers who 
had owned their previous home for five of the 
past eight years. 

In a quirk of the law’s drafting, each 
spouse must meet the same test. A married 
couple would have to have lived in the same 
home for five years to get the long-time resi-
dent credit, or each would have to be a first- 
time buyer to get the higher credit. 
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That freezes out married couples who 

would have met the different requirements 
individually (as in the author’s case), but 
now don’t get a penny. The same goes for 
newlyweds who had previously been longtime 
owners of separate homes. Now take unmar-
ried couples purchasing a home: say one is a 
first-time buyer and the other a long-time 
homeowner, according to the IRS, they get 
to split the more generous credit of $8,000. 

Despite protests, the Treasury Department 
and IRS had to interpret the law based on its 
wording, a Treasury spokeswoman said. 

Even as they trumpeted the credits’ ben-
efit this week, lawmakers have no plans to 
extend them. They are expensive—$12.6 bil-
lion worth had been approved for 1.8 million 
taxpayers as of Feb. 20, according to Treas-
ury. And fatigue has set in after relentless 
lobbying by groups like the National Asso-
ciation of Realtors and National Association 
of Home Builders, who have promised to hold 
their powder this time. 

Sen. Johnny Isakson, R-Ga., a lead sponsor 
of the credit, said he pledged ‘‘to not come 
back to the well, and I’m not going to.’’ He 
said he hadn’t heard of the marriage penalty, 
however, and few lawmakers have been 
stirred to action as the credit eligibility pe-
riod winds down. 

Tonya Rutherford, a nurse in Milwaukee, 
brought the issue to the attention of Rep. 
Gwen Moore, D-Wis. Rutherford had owned 
her home for 11 years, thus on her own would 
have qualified for the $6,500 credit. But since 
she recently got married to a man who had 
not lived with her for at least five years, the 
couple is ineligible. 

Moore has introduced legislation to change 
the law so that only one spouse has to qual-
ify. She has three co-sponsors: Reps. Dave 
Loebsack, D-Iowa, Bennie Thompson, D- 
Miss., and Joe Sestak, D-Pa., who is chal-
lenging Sen. Arlen Specter, D-Pa., for his 
party’s nomination this fall. 

Rep. Eliot Engel, D-N.Y., introduced sepa-
rate legislation to allow a couple to claim 
the reduced credit if both would have quali-
fied before they were married, or if one 
spouse would have qualified for the first- 
time buyer credit and the other would ordi-
narily get the longtime resident credit. 
Engel also has three co-sponsors: Reps. John 
Hall, D-N.Y., Steve Kagen, D-Wis., and Mary 
Jo Kilroy, D-Ohio, who signed on Tuesday. 

‘‘I do not believe Congress wanted to ex-
clude couples based on technicalities: Engel 
said. ‘‘By fixing this so-called ‘marriage pen-
alty,’ Congress will provide a further boost 
to the recovering real estate economy and 
reflect the importance of marriage as a cor-
nerstone to our society.’’ 

Joseph Rand, managing partner of Better 
Homes & Gardens Rand Realty in New 
York’s Hudson Valley, brought the problem 
up with Engel after coming across it when 
putting together an eligibility calculator for 
clients in December. Rand began blogging on 
the subject and set up a Web site where 
homebuyers could share stories about being 
locked out of the credit because of marital 
status. 

‘‘This is the kind of thing that should pass 
400–5. People should be lining up in front of 
microphones to stand up for marriage,’’ 
Rand said. ‘‘But I’ve been mostly shouting in 
the dark about it.’’ 

Engel’s bill has been endorsed by a small 
Realtors’ group that only represents buyers, 
the National Association of Exclusive Buyers 
Agents. But the larger and more powerful 
Realtors’ lobby has stayed away from the 
issue. A spokesman could not be reached for 
comment by presstime. 

The homebuilders’ lobby noticed the prob-
lem early on, said NAHB economist Robert 
Dietz, raising the issue with Treasury. They 
argued for a more liberal reading of the law 
allowing married couples to benefit. ‘‘Unfor-
tunately, we lost in making that argument,’’ 
Dietz said. ‘‘I can tell you that I’ve fielded a 

number of angry e-mails and phone calls 
about this,’’ he said. 

Rand said he thought part of the reason 
there has been so little attention is because 
Congress has been swamped with other issues 
and because many taxpayers have waited 
until the last minute to file their returns 
and are only now discovering the problem. 
‘‘You’re going to see so many angry people 
popping up this week’’ he said. (Full disclo-
sure: The author was planning on a new 
home purchase anyway, but that tax credit 
wouldn’t have hurt. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE). 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, this dis-
cussion has gotten a little bit away 
from this bill about trying to preserve 
Americans’ estuaries so Americans can 
go fishing with their kids. It’s kind of 
gotten a little far away from estuaries. 

I will note that, painful as it is to 
pay our taxes, some of my constituents 
don’t think it is a bad idea to be able 
to go fishing with their kids and to 
keep estuaries. That is a legitimate 
purpose, and this bill is going to help it 
along the way. 

b 1130 
But my Republican colleague from 

North Carolina has tried to turn estu-
aries into the discussion about taxes 
because it is April 15, and I think it’s 
appropriate to address a couple of facts 
about that issue, and I thought I might 
inject a couple facts into this discus-
sion. 

There is always a disagreement be-
tween sides of the aisle on what reality 
is. I thought I might turn to a fellow 
that might have an interesting view-
point about this. His name is Bruce 
Bartlett. He is the former Domestic 
Policy Adviser under President Ronald 
Reagan and Treasury Department 
economist under President George 
H.W. Bush. 

On March 19, 2010, here is what this 
former Reagan and Bush administra-
tion official said, and my friend from 
North Carolina might be interested in 
this from this former staffer under Re-
publican Presidents. He said, and I 
quote, ‘‘Federal taxes are very consid-
erably lower by every measure since 
Obama became President. According to 
the JCT,’’ the Joint Committee on 
Taxes, ‘‘last year’s $787 billion stim-
ulus bill, enacted with no Republican 
support, reduced Federal taxes by al-
most $100 billion in 2009 and another 
$220 billion this year.’’ 

Now, that is not some Democrat 
Member of Congress saying it. This is 
the official under Ronald Reagan and 
President George H.W. Bush. 

Now, what does that mean in the 
State of North Carolina? My colleague 
from North Carolina has been down 
there suggesting that there has been a 
horrendous event on taxes. Let’s look 
at what the Citizens for Tax Justice 
say the result of these tax cuts under 
President Obama are. Because I want 
to make sure people understand what 
they mean in the real world. 

According to the Citizens for Tax 
Justice, in the State of North Carolina, 

the State that my colleague is now at-
tacking the President from, the lowest 
20 percent of her fellow citizens in 
North Carolina have received average 
tax cuts, average tax cuts, of $612. 
That’s an average. The next 20 percent, 
average tax cuts of $792; the next 20 
percent, average tax cuts of $646; the 
fourth 20 percent, average tax cuts of 
$711. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I am glad to 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. INSLEE. The next 15 percent, 
$1,900; the next 4 percent, $4,600; and 
the next 1 percent, $3,019. 

In fact, my colleague, who is today 
on a bill about estuaries trying to fan 
April 15 into a jihad against supporting 
Uncle Sam, every single one of the 
quartiles that you represent has had 
their taxes cut under this President 
and you voted against—excuse me, Mr. 
Speaker—the speaker voted against 
every single one of those tax cuts. 
Those are the facts. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that remarks in de-
bate are properly directed to the Chair 
and should not be addressed in the sec-
ond person. 

Ms. FOXX. I yield myself the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the need, 
again, to protect water and to protect 
estuaries. We all understand that. I 
grew up carrying water to my home, so 
I understand the value of water about 
as much as anybody here. But while 
we’re increasing spending to protect es-
tuaries, my constituents can’t afford 
the bait and tackle to go fishing be-
cause they are out of work, they have 
lost their jobs, and there’s no prospect 
for them to get jobs. 

I can’t be responsible for ill-informed 
Republicans who have said things that 
my colleagues have quoted. And I want 
to say I don’t vote against tax cuts, but 
every bill that they have put in that 
has had tax cuts have had tax increases 
in them. Republicans are voting 
against tax increases. 

What we have to be aware of here is 
that we should be dealing with the real 
problems that the American people are 
facing, and they have to do with the 
economy. 

In 2009, the budget deficit was $1.4 
trillion, the first time in history the 
deficit exceeded $1 trillion and the first 
time the deficit exceeded 10 percent of 
gross domestic product since World 
War II. The consequences of this reck-
less spending are worth highlighting. 
But today the cost of the national debt 
is $41,398 for every man, woman, and 
child in the U.S. According to the 
March, 2010, monthly Treasure report, 
the Federal Government is projected to 
spend $425.127 billion paying interest 
alone on the national debt. We should 
be dealing with that. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the rule. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
in closing, I want to say that this bill, 
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the bill we started talking about, about 
estuaries, which is very important for 
economic development in my State, 
will also help the NEPs keep their 
management plans current by requir-
ing them to be periodically reviewed 
and updated. This will make them 
more dynamic, more responsive to 
changing conditions in the estuaries. 
Updating the plans will include identi-
fying estuary vulnerability, climate 
change impact, preparing adaptation 
responses, as well as working to edu-
cate the public on estuary health 
issues. 

One such issue that is emerging as an 
important issue nationally is the role 
of toxins from plastics like flame 
retardants like Deca. Deca is found in 
increasing amounts in many coastal es-
tuaries. While this legislation does not 
require the NEPs to address toxins like 
Deca, it does provide them with the op-
portunity to further consider the im-
pacts and any actions, including edu-
cation, that the NEP might take. 

I am proud of the good work being 
done in Maine and across the Nation to 
protect and restore our estuaries. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the underlying bill. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ 
on the previous question and the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 38 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1304 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. MCCOLLUM) at 1 o’clock 
and 4 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H. Res. 1248, by the yeas and nays; 

H. Res. 1062, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Con. Res. 222, de novo. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4715, CLEAN ESTUARIES 
ACT OF 2010, WAIVING REQUIRE-
MENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE 
XIII WITH RESPECT TO CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS, AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO 
SUSPEND THE RULES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of House Resolution 1248, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays 
171, not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 204] 

YEAS—235 

Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 

Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Giffords 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 

Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 

Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—171 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 

Mitchell 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—23 

Barrett (SC) 
Bilbray 
Boyd 
Cardoza 
Clay 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 

Jackson Lee 
(TX) 

Kosmas 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Schakowsky 
Slaughter 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining 
in this vote. 
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Mr. BLUNT changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts 
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 14, 2010. 

Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: I have the honor to 

transmit herewith a facsimile copy of a let-
ter received from the Honorable Kurt S. 
Browning, Secretary of State, State of Flor-
ida, indicating that, according to the unoffi-
cial returns of the Special Election held 
April 13, 2010, the Honorable Theodore E. 
Deutch was elected Representative to Con-
gress for the Nineteenth Congressional Dis-
trict, State of Florida. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

LORRAINE C. MILLER, 
Clerk. 

Enclosure. 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Tallahassee, FL, April 14, 2010. 

Hon. LORRAINE C. MILLER, 
Clerk, House of Representatives, The Capitol, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MS. MILLER: Attached are the unoffi-

cial results of the Special Election held on 
Tuesday, April 13, 2010, for Representative in 
Congress from the Nineteenth Congressional 
District of Florida. 

To the best of our knowledge and belief at 
this time, there is no contest to this elec-
tion, As soon as the official results are cer-
tified to this office by the Supervisors of 
Elections for Palm Beach County and 
Broward County, an official Certificate of 
Election will be prepared for transmittal as 
required by law. 

Please let me know if you have any ques-
tions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 
KURT S. BROWNING, 

Secretary of State. 
Enclosure. 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE, DIVISION OF 
ELECTIONS, APRIL 13, 2010 SPECIAL GENERAL 
CONGRESSIONAL 19 & HOUSE 4 

UNOFFICIAL ELECTION NIGHT RETURNS (MAY 
NOT INCLUDE ABSENTEE OR PROVISIONAL BAL-
LOTS) 

UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT: 19 

County 
Edward 
Lynch 
(REP) 

Ted 
Deutch 
(DEM) 

Jim 
McCormick 

(NPA) 

Josue 
Larose 
(WRI) 

Broward ............................... 5,837 7,342 458 0 
Palm Beach ......................... 18,702 35,913 1,447 0 

Total ........................... 24,539 43,255 1,905 0 
% Votes ............................... 35.2% 62.1% 2.7% 0.0% 

f 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
THEODORE E. DEUTCH, OF FLOR-
IDA, AS A MEMBER OF THE 
HOUSE 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

the gentleman from Florida, the Hon-
orable THEODORE E. DEUTCH, be per-
mitted to take the oath of office today. 

His certificate of election has not ar-
rived, but there is no contest and no 
question has been raised with regard to 
his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Will Representative- 

elect DEUTCH and the members of the 
Florida delegation present themselves 
in the well. 

Mr. DEUTCH appeared at the bar of 
the House and took the oath of office, 
as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that 
you will support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States against 
all enemies, foreign and domestic; that 
you will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the same; that you take this obliga-
tion freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion; and 
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which 
you are about to enter, so help you 
God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you 
are now a Member of the 111th Con-
gress. 

f 

WELCOMING THE HONORABLE 
THEODORE E. DEUTCH TO THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 

Speaker, it is my honor to introduce to 
you today our newest member of the 
Florida delegation, Congressman TED 
DEUTCH. 

After serving with distinction in the 
Florida State Senate, TED now joins us 
to represent the people of Florida’s 
19th Congressional District here in 
Washington. TED brings with him a 
commonsense and results-driven ap-
proach that distinguished him during 
his time in the Florida State Senate, 
where he wrote and passed landmark 
legislation, including a health care bill 
that will raise $1 billion for essential 
health services for Floridians, and he 
also passed the Iran divestment legisla-
tion that made Florida the first State 
in the Nation to put direct economic 
pressure on companies doing business 
in Iran. 

Throughout his career in public serv-
ice, TED has fought on behalf of those 
who risk losing the most, including 
seniors, working families, children, 
Holocaust survivors, veterans, mem-
bers of the Armed Services, and small 
businesses. 

I have worked alongside TED as a 
leader in the community and as a legis-
lator. I know him well, and I am con-
fident that he will do an excellent job 
replacing our former colleague and 
good friend, Robert Wexler, who is with 
us today, do a good job representing 
Florida’s 19th Congressional District. 

Madam Speaker, please join me in 
welcoming TED DEUTCH, his wife Jill, 

their three children, Gabrielle, Serena, 
and Cole, who are here on the floor 
with us, to our congressional family. I 
would also like to recognize TED’s 
mother Jean, his four siblings, ex-
tended family, and friends who are here 
today to celebrate this special occasion 
with him. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I 
would like to yield to my distinguished 
colleague from Florida, the dean of the 
Florida delegation, Congressman C.W. 
‘‘BILL’’ YOUNG. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I thank my friend and col-
league from Florida for yielding the 
time to me, and I want to say on behalf 
of the Republican members of the Flor-
ida delegation, the great delegation 
here in the Congress, Congressman, 
welcome. 

Congratulations. You will be serving 
in the people’s House. Your oath of of-
fice that you have just sworn to uphold 
the Constitution is something that you 
will find very challenging as you go 
through your career here. But just rest 
assured that those of us in the Florida 
delegation on both sides of the aisle 
will be here to be helpful to you as you 
carry out your important activities. 
Again, welcome. Congratulations. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the newest Member of the House of 
Representatives, Congressman TED 
DEUTCH, is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Thank you, Speaker 

PELOSI. 
This is a truly humbling day, and the 

honor of a lifetime. My constituents 
are an extraordinary collection of 
Americans, seniors who served our Na-
tion valiantly in times of war and re-
built this country after the Great De-
pression. They are hardworking fami-
lies who strive to pass on a better 
world and greater opportunities to 
their children. 

I want to thank Speaker PELOSI and 
Majority Leader HOYER for their excep-
tional leadership. I am also grateful to 
my South Florida friends, Representa-
tives KLEIN, MEEK, and WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and especially our dean, Con-
gressman HASTINGS. I want to thank 
Congressman Wexler for his service, as 
well as his support and friendship. 

I will never forget my family, friends, 
volunteers, and most importantly vot-
ers, who helped send me here today. I 
want to profoundly thank my wife, 
Jill, and my three children, Gabrielle, 
Serena, and Cole, who are all here with 
us today. Their love and support means 
the world to me. 

In all of her 86 years, my mother, 
Jean Deutch, never could have imag-
ined hearing her name in this Chamber, 
and she is here with us today. 

b 1345 

Mom, thank you for making me be-
lieve that I could be anything I wanted 
to be, because today I am a Member of 
the United States Congress. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the administra-
tion of the oath of office to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH), the 
whole number of the House is 431. 

Without objection, 5-minute voting 
will continue. 

There was no objection. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE COAST GUARD 
GROUP ASTORIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
MCCOLLUM). The unfinished business is 
the vote on the motion to suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1062, as amended, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CUMMINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1062, as amended. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 0, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 205] 

YEAS—401 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 

Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 

Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 

Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 

Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—29 

Ackerman 
Barrett (SC) 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Boyd 
Brown, Corrine 
Cardoza 
Ehlers 
Engel 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 

Hoekstra 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Kosmas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Olver 
Rothman (NJ) 

Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Slaughter 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Young (AK) 

b 1356 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. EHLERS. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 205, I missed the vote on H. Res. 1062, 
due to an important vote. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

RECOGNIZING DR. HECTOR GARCIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 
222. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 222. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the concur-
rent resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

b 1400 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4715 and include extra-
neous matter in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CLEAN ESTUARIES ACT OF 2010 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1248 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4715. 

b 1404 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4715) to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Estuary Program, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. CUELLAR in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 

OBERSTAR) and the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) each will control 
30 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Minnesota. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
The gentleman from New York (Mr. 

BISHOP) and the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) deserve very 
special recognition and appreciation 
for their collaborative work taking the 
lead on this legislation to bring new 
focus and new energy and new legisla-
tive authorities to the National Estu-
ary Program under the Clean Estuaries 
Act of 2010. 

Without that concerted effort, we 
would be losing an extraordinary op-
portunity to protect and to restore the 
Nation’s estuaries, among our most 
valuable natural resources. 

This legislation was approved by the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure by voice vote. We have 
solid support on both sides of the aisle 
on a bill that was carefully crafted 
over many months by participation, 
input, and recommendations from both 
sides, all of which suggestions have 
been incorporated into this final legis-
lative product. 

Estuaries are very unique bodies of 
water. They are the places where fresh 
and salt water meet, the places where 
new forms of life are created, not just 
in the United States but all throughout 
the world. Estuaries are critical mixing 
points for the basic ingredients of life, 
including new life itself. Estuaries are 
the most ecologically diverse, the most 
economically productive natural re-
source areas on our entire planet. 

Estuaries and their associated coast-
al resources are major economic forces, 
as well, for our country. Commercial 
and recreational fishing annually ac-
counts for $185 billion in revenue, 2 
million direct jobs. Commercially and 
recreationally important fish and 
shellfish species—striped bass, shad, 
salmon, sturgeon, shrimp, crabs, lob-
ster, clams, oysters, muscles, and bay 
scallops—all depend on the estuary for 
stages of their life cycle. 

Estuaries are habitat for three- 
fourths of all of the commercial fish 
catch and 80–90 percent of the rec-
reational fish catch. And that is true 
not just for the fresh and salt water 
meeting places of estuaries, but also 
for the riverine and lake meeting 
places of estuaries on the Great Lakes. 

Beyond fishing, estuaries produce 
significant economic value for our fel-
low citizens in tourism, energy produc-
tion, navigation, cultural and rec-
reational opportunities, boating, fish-
ing, swimming, surfing, birding. Ports 
and harbors are located in our estu-
aries, including our ports of Duluth Su-
perior, which I share with my dear 
friend and colleague from across the 
water, Mr. OBEY, in northwestern Wis-
consin/northeastern Minnesota. 

The University of California and the 
Ocean Foundation have reported that, 
annually, beach going generates $30 bil-
lion of economic value, and wildlife 
viewing generates up to $49 billion, 
also, in economic value. 

But, unfortunately, estuaries, by def-
inition, are downstream. Each estuary 
is the repository for all of the pollution 
discharged into the rivers and other 
bodies of water that drain into estu-
aries from upstream. As the pollution 
loading increases, the estuary, the re-
pository of those pollution deposits, de-
teriorates. The water becomes de-
graded. The animal and plant commu-
nities suffer. Chesapeake Bay is a pow-
erful example of that degrading and de-
terioration. Only 1 percent of the his-
torical oyster population remain in 
Chesapeake Bay. 

An impaired estuary is bad for com-
mercial and recreational fishing, re-
sults in depleted fisheries, decreased 
tourism revenues, and deteriorated 
property values. In addition, because of 
deterioration of the estuary and the 
borderland around it, we’ve seen in-
creased flooding, shoreline erosion, 
damaged infrastructure, particularly 
when storms occur, which happens 
every year. 

The Federal Government has a num-
ber of authorities at its disposal with 
which to control water pollution, and 
typically we have used a permit-based 
system to regulate pollution discharge 
into our waters. The 1987 amendments 
to the Clean Water Act provided a new 
authority in the National Estuary Pro-
gram. We are reauthorizing that pro-
gram today in this bill. It’s a non-
regulatory program. It includes 28 sep-
arate estuaries, and each of these estu-
ary initiatives is run by a non-Federal 
entity. Some are run by States, others 
by nongovernmental organizations, and 
a few others by universities. 

A central feature of each program is 
a management plan developed on a 
consensual basis; not a top-down, not 
imposed, but a cooperative, inclusive 
initiative where all elements of govern-
ment and private sectors and, sort of, 
stakeholders—a term I don’t particu-
larly like, but that’s a good inclusive 
term covering all of those who have a 
share or a responsibility in the water-
shed—all develop a bottoms-up process 
to manage the discharges into and the 
use of the estuary. It has been very 
popular and it has been also very effec-
tive in improving the health of our es-
tuaries. 

This bill does four things: increased 
transparency and accountability for 
each of the estuary programs; in-
creased Federal coordination in res-
toration, protection of the estuaries; 
third, programmatic changes to the 
natural estuary program; and, fourth, 
increasing the authorization level for 
the program from $35 million to $50 
million. Not very much. Not very much 
especially considering the erosion of 
the value of the dollar over the years 
since this program was established. 

We set the minimum level of $1.25 
million a year for each of the 28 ap-
proved estuaries. The program was last 
authorized in 2000 and erosion of the 
dollar would have required an increase 
over those years to an estimated $44 
million. We take it just a little bit 

higher to $50 million in order to ac-
count for other estuaries that are im-
portant that may be added in the com-
ing management of this program. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
4715 reauthorizes the National Estuary 
Program found in section 320 of the 
Clean Water Act and adds some impor-
tant accountability provisions. These 
improvements require performance 
measures and goals in order to track 
implementation of management plans 
for estuaries. The EPA will evaluate 
every 4 years and report on the imple-
mentation of each management plan. 
In addition, after the EPA evaluates 
and reports on a plan, each manage-
ment conference will be required to up-
date their plans. 

I note that H.R. 4715 increases the au-
thorized level of funding by 43 percent 
from $35 million per year to $50 million 
a year. The average appropriation over 
the past 5 years for this program has 
been only $26.8 million. The President’s 
recent budget requests $27.2 million. 

While I support the National Estuary 
Program and improvements made here 
in H.R. 4715, I know many of my col-
leagues, as well as myself, are con-
cerned about increasing authorized lev-
els of spending for programs when Con-
gress has not been able to fund the pro-
gram close to its current authoriza-
tion. 

b 1415 

Certainly in our current economic 
crisis we should carefully weigh any 
proposed increase in authorization lev-
els. We must also consider the impor-
tance to estuaries. They are the nurs-
ery grounds for much of the planet’s 
sea life and the source of the seafood 
that we enjoy. They are a unique habi-
tat for a unique group of fish and wild-
life. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute to express my 
great appreciation to our sub-
committee chair, Ms. JOHNSON of 
Texas, who has done a superb job of 
holding the hearings that led up to the 
creation of this legislation and bring-
ing together the parties on both sides 
of the aisle; Mr. BOOZMAN for his splen-
did participation in the deliberations 
of the subcommittee and then at the 
full committee level; and also my great 
appreciation to Mr. MICA, the ranking 
member of the full committee, with 
whom I have a splendid partnership in 
all of the work of our committee. 

Before I recognize and yield time to 
Ms. JOHNSON, I just wanted to say, it’s 
true, as the gentleman from Arkansas 
pointed out, that the funding level has 
been well below the new authorization 
we propose, and I know these are tight 
budgetary times. Our job as an author-
izing committee is to set what is the 
reasonable, responsible level of funding 
for programs under the jurisdiction of 
our committee, set that forth, put it 
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into law, and then we will have to fight 
with the rest of the budget for their 
fair share of the funding level. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself 30 ad-
ditional seconds. 

But if we don’t raise that level from 
time to time to keep pace with infla-
tion, keep a target out there, then they 
will continue to be underfunded. At 
least they can go in and compete and 
advocate with other Federal Govern-
ment programs for the amount of fund-
ing and have to justify themselves to 
do that. 

And, furthermore, we have a half 
dozen programs that have a poor rat-
ing. The accountability provisions of 
that bill are targeted to raise their 
level of performance and to hold them 
up to public scrutiny. And I think that 
justifies us—and also they haven’t had 
the funding level they have needed to 
do the right job. So if we believe in the 
program, we believe that estuaries are 
important for new forms of fish and 
shellfish and aquatic life, we ought to 
protect them and enhance—— 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself 30 ad-
ditional seconds. 

Then we need to increase the funding 
level but also increase their account-
ability, also increase their responsi-
bility to the public. That’s, I think, a 
very important and new initiative in 
this legislation. 

I now yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I thank my committee chair-
man. 

I rise in very strong support of H.R. 
4715, the Clean Estuaries Act of 2010. 

Estuaries are the bodies of water 
that receive both freshwater from riv-
ers and saltwater from the sea. The 
mix of water makes a unique environ-
ment that is extremely productive in 
terms of its ecosystem values. Estu-
aries are rich in plant life, coastal 
habitat, and living species. The eco-
logical productivity of these regions 
translates directly into important eco-
nomic productivity. Government stud-
ies have found that estuaries provide 
habitat for 75 percent of the U.S. com-
mercial and 80 to 90 percent of the rec-
reational fishing catches. 

Perhaps the central problem in the 
protection and restoration of estuaries 
is that they ultimately lie downstream 
from all. Everything that enters the 
smallest stream, tributary, or head-
water in a watershed eventually runs 
into its respective estuary, impacting, 
in some way, all the biological ele-
ments of that system and all of the 
commerce that revolves around that 
estuary. 

To address estuary impairments 
properly, we cannot look to the Fed-
eral Government alone. Indeed, we can-
not necessarily look to the Federal 
Government as the lead. Instead, prop-

er watershed management and estuary 
protection must be a process that in-
volves all levels of government and all 
manner of stakeholders. 

Today’s legislation, the Clean Estu-
aries Act of 2010, provides the resources 
and means to do just that. As the chair 
of the Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources and Environment, the sub-
committee charged with primary juris-
diction for protective water quality, I 
am pleased to support this bill. This 
legislation increases the authorization 
for appropriations, allows for increased 
and improved Federal coordination, in-
creases accountability, and includes 
some necessary programmatic changes. 

The increase in authorized appropria-
tion levels will not only provide more 
resources to localities and organiza-
tions on the ground, it will also enable 
more communities and estuaries to be 
involved in this important national 
program. 

I am well aware of the effectiveness 
and popularity of these nonregulatory, 
community-based programs. We should 
be seeking to encourage the use of 
these types of programs in order to ad-
dress problems in a grassroots fashion. 
In this sense, by making cleaner estu-
aries, we hope to achieve healthier 
communities and stronger economies 
through collaborative processes. I ask 
all Members of this Chamber to join 
me in supporting communities and es-
tuaries through the passage of this bill. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he might desire to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO). 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Clean Estu-
aries Act. 

I want to particularly thank Chair-
man OBERSTAR for his continued lead-
ership and for moving so very quickly 
on this important legislation. I would 
also like to thank Chairwoman EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON, Mr. MICA, and Mr. 
BOOZMAN for their help on this very im-
portant issue as well. Finally, I would 
like to thank Mr. BISHOP for his leader-
ship and once again allowing me to join 
with him on an issue that we both find 
important and that we can make a dif-
ference with on a critical bill to keep 
our waters clean and to do this for fu-
ture generations. 

As we have heard, the bill would au-
thorize the National Estuary Program 
for another 5 years, allow the program 
to expand protections to other water-
sheds and provide—and I think this is 
very important—greater account-
ability on how taxpayer money is 
spent, something that we should be 
doing more of. The bill will improve 
transparency, also something very im-
portant, by establishing periodic re-
views of management plans and by re-
quiring partners to demonstrate re-
sults, something, again, that is very 
important that we see what the results 
are. 

Partners that fall out of compliance 
with their plans will lose grant funds, 
and that’s as it should be, because they 

should have to produce results. These 
changes will improve the National Es-
tuary Program and enhance the protec-
tion of our Nation’s estuaries while en-
suring that the taxpayer is getting a 
strong return on investment. 

In my district, the Delaware estuary 
is home to the second largest con-
centration of migrating shorebirds in 
the Western Hemisphere, which is pret-
ty incredible when you think about it, 
as well as dozens of protected species 
and the largest population of horseshoe 
crabs in the world. The estuary is also 
home to over 5 million people and some 
of the largest refineries and chemical 
manufacturers on the east coast. 

The group charged with under-
standing how to manage the demands 
of these two forces is the Partnership 
for the Delaware Estuary. As one of the 
28 designated NEP organizations, the 
Partnership has done an absolutely 
outstanding job, a tremendous job, to 
not only protect and enhance the Dela-
ware estuary but also to raise the pub-
lic awareness about the need to act re-
sponsibly and care for this unique eco-
system. 

I want to commend the Partnership 
for the Delaware Estuary and the 27 
other partnership organizations that 
have made the National Estuary Pro-
gram so successful, and I urge all Mem-
bers to support H.R. 4715. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP) 
who coauthored this bill with the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO). 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Let me 
start by thanking Chairman OBERSTAR 
for his unwavering commitment to 
clean water issues, and we also thank 
Chairwoman JOHNSON for her leader-
ship. 

Finally, let me thank my good 
friend, Congressman LOBIONDO, for 
sponsoring this legislation with me. 
Congressman LOBIONDO and I have 
worked together on several issues of 
mutual benefit to our constituents 
over the years. I think we have formed 
a very nice partnership. 

To those of us on the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, it some-
times feels as if we are part of the last 
remaining bastion of bipartisanship in 
this institution, and I am always 
heartened by the way our committee 
works closely with each other to 
produce initiatives that improve our 
infrastructure, our environment, and 
the lives of the American people. I ap-
preciate the way our committee has 
moved forward very quickly on this im-
portant legislation. 

My district encompasses 300 miles of 
coastline and includes two of the 28 es-
tuaries of national significance, the 
Long Island Sound and Peconic Bay. I 
am very proud to represent some of 
this country’s most popular and beau-
tiful beaches and precious water bod-
ies. Maintaining coastal estuarine 
health is an integral objective toward 
preserving the Nation’s environment 
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and sustaining the economies of our 
coastal States. 

The Clean Estuaries Act of 2010 reau-
thorizes the popular and highly effec-
tive National Estuary Program origi-
nally designated as section 320 of the 
Clean Water Act and makes four pri-
mary changes to the program. 

First, the bill increases the account-
ability for approved estuary programs 
by requiring evaluation and updating 
management of their plans on a peri-
odic basis. This requirement increases 
transparency and encourages adaptive 
management of the programs by incor-
porating evaluation results into the pe-
riod management plan updates. 

Secondly, approved programs must 
identify vulnerabilities and impacts 
due to climate change and prepare ad-
aptation responses as well as raise pub-
lic awareness of the issues facing the 
health of estuaries and performance 
measures and targets. 

The third important improvement to 
the program is provisions to enhance 
Federal agency coordination. As many 
Federal agencies oversee activities 
that impact estuaries, our bill requires 
they participate in the management 
planning process and incorporate local 
priorities when practicable. 

Finally, authorization is increased 
from $35 million to $50 million per year 
and requires that each program ap-
proved receive a minimum of $1.25 mil-
lion. This increase in authorization al-
lows the program to keep pace with in-
flation and provides for the entry of 
new programs into the NEP program 
where 38 sites have expressed interest 
in the past to become an approved pro-
gram. 

Our coastal areas support more than 
28 million jobs in the United States, 
and commercial and recreational fish-
ing in these areas generate roughly 
$185 billion in sales and support nearly 
2 million jobs. In fact, estuaries 
produce more food per acre than the 
most productive farmland. 

Approximately 75 percent of commer-
cial fish species depend on coastal 
areas for their primary habitat, spawn-
ing grounds, and nursery areas. In my 
district, the Long Island Sound pro-
duces over $5.5 billion in revenue for 
State and local economies in the tour-
ism, fishing, and boating industries 
each year. 

Setting aside the obvious and vital 
role that estuaries play to environ-
mental ecosystems, the economic bene-
fits of estuaries alone are reason 
enough to improve upon the invest-
ments Congress has made on behalf of 
the American people. Estuaries are 
proven job creators and provide a rate 
of return rarely seen on Wall Street. 

Let me once again thank Chairman 
OBERSTAR, Ranking Member MICA, 
Chairwoman JOHNSON, Ranking Mem-
ber BOOZMAN, Congressman LOBIONDO, 
and both majority and minority staffs 
for their hard work and dedication to 
this issue. 

I hope my colleagues agree with the 
merits of this legislation. I ask for 

their vote today on H.R. 4715, the Clean 
Estuaries Act. 

b 1430 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 15 seconds. 
I do want to thank the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) and 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
BISHOP) for the very positive changes 
in the bill of accountability and trans-
parency. 

Mr. Chairman, I will continue to re-
serve. We don’t have anymore speak-
ers. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COSTA). 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries 
Act of 2010. The reauthorization obvi-
ously provides opportunities to clean 
up our Nation’s waterways. 

I want to thank Chairman OBERSTAR 
and Ranking Member BOOZMAN and the 
other cosponsors on a bipartisan basis. 
This is a good example of how we work 
together. 

In California, we have a lot of chal-
lenges with our own waterways. A per-
sistent degradation of the largest estu-
ary on the west coast is California’s 
San Francisco Bay and the Sac-
ramento-San Joaquin River Delta sys-
tem. Unfortunately, in my opinion, two 
flawed biological opinions focus solely 
on exported water to the valley and 
southern California for the decline in 
this important estuary for both the bay 
and the delta, ignoring other signifi-
cant contributing factors. 

Meanwhile, urban centers continue 
to pollute this bay-delta with toxic 
runoff, waste discharged from sewage 
facilities, refineries, city streets and 
power plants, significantly degrading 
the ecosystem and putting water sup-
ply to the valley and to southern Cali-
fornia at risk. This single-minded view 
has resulted in the loss of jobs and en-
dangered livelihoods of farmers, farm 
workers and farm communities in the 
San Joaquin Valley who rely on that 
water to grow half the Nation’s fruits 
and vegetables. 

Enough is enough. It’s time for other 
regions of California to share in the re-
sponsibility for the decline of water 
quality and fisheries. Playing the 
blame game and pointing fingers at our 
valley’s economy and some of the hard-
est working people in the country will 
not solve our water crisis in California; 
however, working together will. Step 
one is reducing and preventing the 
longstanding pollution that is threat-
ening the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
River systems and our region. 

Passing this measure will help our 
Nation’s estuaries, and we must do 
more. I want to commend, once again, 
the chairman and the cosponsors of 
this measure and look forward to con-
tinuing to work with them. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. CAPPS), who has made 
a splendid contribution to this bill, and 
thank her for her contribution. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Thank you, Chairman 
OBERSTAR, for recognizing me. 

I rise today to express my support for 
H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act, a bi-
partisan bill to reauthorize and make 
improvements to the National Estuary 
Program. 

I wish to thank my colleagues, TIM 
BISHOP and FRANK LOBIONDO, for intro-
ducing this bill. We each represent 
coastal districts that are home to 
amazing estuary systems of great im-
portance to our communities. 

In my district, the Morro Bay Na-
tional Estuary is an ecological treas-
ure. Lagoons and wetlands that were 
once common along the southern Cali-
fornia coast are now nearly all filled 
and developed, but the Morro Bay Es-
tuary has survived largely thanks to 
local efforts and now the support of the 
estuary program. 

Like other national estuaries, the 
one in Morro Bay provides vital habi-
tat for birds and fish. It is an impor-
tant stopover for more than 150 species 
of migratory birds and it acts as a 
nursery for more than 75 percent of 
commercial fish species right in the 
immediate area. 

Since the Morro Bay Estuary was in-
corporated into the national program 
in 1995, the inspiring team of local staff 
and volunteers has spearheaded numer-
ous efforts to preserve and restore the 
estuary. I particularly want to com-
mend former program director Dan 
Berman, interim director Mike Multari 
and his staff, as well as the Bay Foun-
dation of Morro Bay. Their accomplish-
ments over the years are a reflection of 
the strong partnerships and commu-
nity support that define the Morro Bay 
National Estuary Program. For exam-
ple, partnering with local ranchers, the 
hardworking team in Morro Bay has 
installed riparian fencing along nearly 
75,000 feet of creek to limit cattle ac-
cess. This has protected water quality 
and improved habitat on seven creeks 
leading to the estuary. 

The estuary program has also been a 
source of funding for the city of Morro 
Bay’s efforts to remove derelict marine 
vessels before they pollute local waters 
and damage habitat. And the Estuary 
Nature Center helps the public to un-
derstand the estuary’s importance to 
water quality and conservation. 

Mr. Speaker, estuaries are among the 
richest habitats known on the Earth, 
providing immeasurable economic and 
ecological benefits, but they are 
threatened by climate change, by pol-
lution, and other human activities. The 
Clean Estuaries Act helps to combat 
these problems and improves the effi-
ciency of our National Estuary Pro-
gram. 

First, the bill requires that each ap-
proved estuary program be evaluated 
every 4 years and the results be pub-
licly released. Second, the bill in-
creases Federal attention to local pri-
orities and requires that Federal agen-
cies participate in planning and coordi-
nating the implementation of the site’s 
own management plan. 
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Third, the bill requires that estuaries 

identify and plan for vulnerabilities to 
climate change. 

And, finally, the bill increases the 
program’s annual authorization to $50 
million. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman’s time 
has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Thank you. 
This modest funding increase will 

strengthen the capacity of our existing 
estuaries to protect these critical 
coastal and marine resources; and the 
proposed funding increase will allow 
for the responsible expansion of the 
program to incorporate new regions 
that are not currently served in the 
NEP. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at a critical 
juncture for our ocean and coastal re-
sources, and the National Estuary Pro-
gram is a vital part of that network. I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation to protect some of our Nation’s 
most valuable and treasured natural 
resources, our national estuaries. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 seconds to express my 
great appreciation to the gentlewoman 
from California for her thorough eluci-
dation of the specific benefits, point by 
point, of the estuary program in her 
Morro Bay area. 

I now yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), a refugee from the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I thank the 
chairman for his courtesy and keeping 
me in his thoughts. 

I rise in strong support of this out-
standing piece of legislation. The Na-
tional Estuary Program has been fund-
ing work around the country for 20 
years to monitor and restore estuaries 
of national significance. It is really, I 
think, extraordinarily positive for us 
to hear the message repeated today 
here on the floor about the importance, 
the scope, the significance, and the 
progress that has been made. 

I have a special interest in one area 
in Oregon and Washington; the Lower 
Columbia River Estuary has been part 
of the program since 1995. This 
stretches 146 miles from the Bonneville 
Dam to the mouth of the Pacific 
Ocean. It supports hundreds of species 
of fish and wildlife and thousands of 
people’s economy and their quality of 
life. It is the largest river in the Pa-
cific Northwest, supplying fishermen 
with jobs, serving as a recreational re-
source, and providing power through 
the Pacific Northwest. 

I have been privileged to work for the 
Lower Columbia River Estuary Part-
nership, which heads our local estuary 
program. It is an unparalleled bi-State, 
public and private partnership involv-
ing collaborative efforts among key 
Federal partners, including EPA, 
NOAA, USGS, the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. They work with government at 
all levels as well as a broad array of 

stakeholders that address these many 
challenges facing the estuary from 
habitat degradation, to wetland loss, to 
endangered species, to toxic contami-
nants. This is a model non-regulatory, 
community-based program that gets 
results. National Estuary Partners fo-
cuses on on-the-ground activities and 
involving local communities with tech-
nical support and base funding coming 
from the Federal Government. 

The accomplishments in the Colum-
bia are impressive. The partners have 
restored 2,600 acres of habitat, opened 
more than 53 miles of stream, com-
pleted toxic and conventional pollutant 
water quality monitoring, and engaged 
the public in innovative cleanup efforts 
around the region such as ‘‘drug take 
back’’ days and working with volun-
teers to remove invasive plants. 

There are many challenges remaining 
in the Lower Columbia, and this legis-
lation will provide important funding 
to further progress there and around 
the country. Each local estuary also 
leverages National Estuary Partner-
ship funds. In 2009, in our community, 
we were able to bring in $14 for each 
dollar that was provided by the Federal 
Government. In addition to restoring 
the ecosystem, these dollars create 
jobs for construction, design, contrac-
tors, engineers, biologists, hydrolo-
gists, builders and educators, family- 
wage jobs in the community. And be-
yond today’s economic impact, the re-
stored area will support the recovery of 
a commercial fishing industry that was 
reduced 90 percent in the course of 20 
years. 

Importantly, this legislation will 
also, for the first time, open the door 
to other estuaries to participate in the 
program. While funding goes to all es-
tuaries, it will have benefits for the en-
tire country. You have heard here on 
the floor repeatedly that healthy estu-
aries mean a healthy national econ-
omy. They cover a huge portion, 13 per-
cent, of the land area of the United 
States where half the gross domestic 
product is produced, and almost 43 per-
cent of the population. 

These coastal areas provide tens of 
millions of jobs, which means more 
people employed if we have healthy es-
tuaries. It provides fresh seafood, it 
provides habitat for 75 percent of the 
United States commercial fish catch, 
and 80 to 90 percent of the recreational 
fish catch. 

These are also prime destinations for 
tourism. In any given year, 10 percent 
of the population will visit coastal 
Florida, 12.5 percent will visit coastal 
California, and every coastal State will 
host over 1 million out-of-state visi-
tors. 

The benefits of clean and healthy es-
tuaries are multiple. I want to thank 
my colleagues on the committee for 
this outstanding work and look for-
ward to its support. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself 10 
seconds to thank the gentleman from 
Oregon for his constant attention to 
the work of our committee and to the 

water issues as well, and for his splen-
did presentation. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Maryland, a 
member of the committee, Ms. ED-
WARDS, who has worked diligently as a 
guardian of the Chesapeake Bay Estu-
ary. 

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Thank 
you especially to the leadership of 
Chairman OBERSTAR, Mr. BOOZMAN, es-
pecially to our chairwoman of our 
Water Resources Committee, EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and to our 
two leaders here, Mr. BISHOP and Mr. 
LOBIONDO. 

I rise today in support of the Clean 
Estuaries Act, H.R. 4715, because I have 
seen firsthand the positive ecological 
and economic role that conservation 
and protection—indeed, attention—can 
play in improving the health of our Na-
tion’s estuaries. 

We have only to take a look at to-
day’s headlines in The Washington 
Post highlighting the improvement of 
the blue crab in the Chesapeake Bay, 
largely due to the protection efforts 
that we’ve undertaken there, a Federal 
commitment, a State and regional 
commitment to improving the Nation’s 
largest estuary, which happens to be a 
great partner for my State of Mary-
land. 

And so in the past year we have seen 
that, because of the commitment of the 
administration and many in the Con-
gress and lawmakers, the Chesapeake 
Bay, our Nation’s largest estuary, has 
actually made great strides. And it is 
highlighted by the return of the blue 
crab, the highest levels in 17 years. The 
return has a positive economic impact 
for all sectors: fishermen experience 
larger catches, the price of the crab 
will decrease for our family res-
taurants, tourism will expand, and the 
bay is now healthier than it has been 
in many years. But we have a lot of 
work to do. 

So what does that mean in terms of 
the Clean Estuaries Act? Well, it 
means, in fact, that if we pay the same 
attention to all of our Nation’s estu-
aries in the way that we have with the 
Chesapeake Bay, we can also see im-
provements. And for those of us who 
don’t live near an estuary, every time 
we flush, every time we drive, every 
time we have an impact—dropping a 
piece of trash on the ground has an im-
pact on our Nation’s estuaries. And so 
while we may not be able to see them, 
the impact is so great; and that’s why 
we need this legislation, to produce a 
positive effect on estuaries across the 
country. 

This deserves our support because 
commercial and recreational fishing 
accounts for $185 billion in revenues 
every year. Estuaries provide 75 per-
cent of the catches for all of these reve-
nues. And yet over the last 20 years the 
health of our estuaries has degraded 
and the size of catches has decreased. 
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The relationship between the health 

of an ecosystem and the economic out-
put can’t be overrated. The Clean Estu-
aries Act stands to reverse this trou-
bling trend by adding additional estu-
aries and providing strong account-
ability measures in a way to ensure 
that conservation and protection are 
taken seriously. 

We need to take positive steps to-
ward cleaning up our Nation’s estu-
aries by passing this bill and con-
tinuing to also invest in green infra-
structure and nonstructural alter-
natives to protect our ecosystems. 

I want to commend Chairman OBER-
STAR for his leadership and thank all of 
our leaders for their commitment to 
combine environmental stewardship 
with economic development for the 
protection of the Nation’s estuaries. 

b 1445 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to protect America’s estuaries 
by strengthening the management of 
the National Estuary Program, NEP, 
and to thank Congressman OBERSTAR, 
Congresswoman JOHNSON, Congressman 
BISHOP, Congressman BOOZMAN, and be-
yond for their excellent, excellent 
work. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a solemn re-
sponsibility to keep the vital habitats 
clean for the thousands of plants, fish, 
and wildlife that live, breed, and spawn 
there. That is why I am proud to sup-
port H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act. 

Currently, there are 28 estuaries 
within the NEP. The NEP conducts 
long-term planning and management 
activities to restore and protect estu-
aries. There are 38 additional estuaries, 
including Tomales Bay in my district, 
which have wanted to join the NEP. 
With H.R. 4715, we can increase the au-
thorization of the NEP to $50 million. 
Tomales Bay and the other estuaries 
that have a desire to be part of it will 
have the opportunity to become part of 
this important program. 

Tomales Bay supports a diverse 
group of wildlife, including seasonal 
populations of salmon and steelhead, 
more than 20,000 shorebirds and 
seabirds, and a wide variety of shell-
fish. Tomales Bay is considered a wet-
land of significant importance under 
the International Convention on Wet-
lands, so protecting the vibrant bio-
logical hotspot from pollution through 
the NEP will help to preserve this estu-
ary for generations and generations to 
enjoy. 

I want to commend the hard work of 
the Tomales Bay Watershed Council, a 
multistakeholder group that has long 
championed restoring Tomales Bay. 
Additionally, the Gulf of the 
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary 
is working on a Tomales Bay manage-
ment plan, covering the bay, itself. 

Extending this plan to the entire wa-
tershed through the NEP process would 
ensure better scientific understanding, 

and it would improve restoration 
projects. The Gulf of the Farallones 
would be a valuable and experienced 
stakeholder in developing a watershed- 
wide plan. 

Mr. Chairman, we must protect na-
tionally significant estuaries like 
Tomales Bay through better account-
ability, management, and coordination 
with local partners. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting 
healthy and clean estuaries by voting 
for H.R. 4715. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself the 
remaining time to thank the gen-
tleman from Arkansas for his gen-
erosity in yielding time, which had in-
advertently run out on our side. 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Chair, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act. 
This Act reauthorizes the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s National Estuary Program, 
which coordinates federal, state and local gov-
ernment efforts, as well as cooperation from 
private and nonprofit groups, to help protect 
estuaries. 

Estuaries support diverse habitats for a wide 
variety of species and provide significant eco-
nomic and recreational benefits. Many fish and 
shellfish species depend on the sheltered 
habitat provided by estuaries, as well as the 
mix of saline and fresh water. The abundance 
of aquatic life supported by estuaries provides 
75 percent of the U.S. commercial fish catch 
and 80 to 90 percent of the recreational fish 
catch. 

The Environmental Protection Agency al-
ready has accepted 28 estuaries into the Na-
tional Estuary Program. The Clean Estuaries 
Act increases the annual authorization from 
$35 million to $50 million, an amount that, if 
fully appropriated, will allow the Environmental 
Protection Agency to add 12 new estuaries to 
the program. At present, 38 estuaries are can-
didates for the program, including two estu-
aries in the State of Hawaii—Kaneohe Bay 
and Hanalei Bay—that could benefit greatly 
from the support provided by the program. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this bill to protect the ecological, recreational, 
and economic benefits of our nation’s estu-
aries. 

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Chair, I rise today to ex-
press my strong support for H.R. 4715, the 
Clean Estuaries Act of 2010. This bill would 
reauthorize for an additional five years, our 
nation’s National Estuary Program (NEP). 

As home to one of the nation’s most diverse 
national estuaries, the Indian River Lagoon, 
the residents of Florida’s 15th Congressional 
District have seen the value of this program to 
this important estuary and how it has en-
hanced our community. The NEP has proven 
very successful in helping restore and en-
hance the quality of our lagoon. 

Specific NEP initiatives across our estuary 
included eliminating effluent discharges from 
more than 20 wastewater facilities, recon-
necting impounded salt marshes, developing 
storm water treatment facilities, and reducing 
freshwater discharges into the lagoon. 

As one of the 28 designated national estu-
aries, the Indian River Lagoon receives an im-
portant funding set-aside within the annual Na-
tional Estuary Program (NEP) budget. This will 
enable the Indian River Lagoon NEP to ac-

complish restoration and water quality im-
provements that are included in their 2010 la-
goon work plan. 

The Indian River Lagoon was one of only 
two estuaries nationally to receive top quality 
ratings from the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) when considering water quality, 
sediment, benthic, and fish tissue culture. 
While this is good, we know that there is much 
more work that needs to be done. Passage of 
H.R. 4715 will help the Indian River Lagoon 
NEP move forward with their comprehensive 
restoration and water quality improvement 
plans and provides more funding for this pur-
pose. 

I would also urge my colleagues to oppose 
an amendment by Rep. SCHAUER (D–MI), 
which would dilute the resources in the NEP 
and result in less funding for the 28 nationally 
recognized estuaries, including the Indian 
River Lagoon. 

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to join me 
in supporting H.R. 4715. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chair, estuaries, the 
coastal wetlands where fresh and salt water 
meet, are both a vital filter for urban runoff 
that would otherwise flow out of the river and 
into the ocean, and a cradle for marine and 
wildlife. 

We are not able to create new estuaries. 
We either restore and protect them, or we lose 
them. 

They are a foundation of our economy. The 
tourism industry needs estuaries to keep the 
sea clean and healthy. The fishing industry re-
lies on them to replenish the oceans. Estu-
aries provide the habitat for 75 percent of the 
U.S. commercial fish catch and as much as 90 
percent of the recreational fish catch, accord-
ing to the National Oceanographic and Atmos-
pheric Administration and the National Re-
search Council. 

Estuaries are critically important to human 
life. They filter our groundwater, and are a 
buffer from flooding. The phytoplankton nursed 
in estuaries remove carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere and produce oxygen in its place. 
In fact, phytoplankton in estuaries and oceans 
produce about half the world’s oxygen. 

So it is imperative that the House passes 
H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act of 2010. 

The bill protects and supports 28 estuaries 
with grants, including the Santa Monica Bay 
and the Ballona Wetlands in my district. 

Dozens of local groups fought for decades 
to acquire for the public’s benefits 600 acres 
of Ballona Wetlands. They succeeded in 2003. 
Since then, the habitat has attracted more 
than 200 species of birds, some of which are 
now returning to nest after more than a 70- 
year absence. Ballona is home to many rare 
species, including the Belding’s Savannah 
Sparrow and the recently discovered Orcutt’s 
yellow pincushion. 

Citizens have similarly banded together to 
protect the Santa Monica Bay. Backed by the 
Clean Water Act—part of which this bill reau-
thorizes—my dear friend Dorothy Green 
worked with other citizens out of her living 
rooms for years to force the Hyperion Waste-
water Treatment plant to update its filtering 
system. Since then, the plant has cut its waste 
by 95 percent, literally bringing life back to 
parts of Santa Monica Bay that were once de-
clared dead zones. 

The stimulus bill in 2009 funded several in-
novative storm drain projects in the South Bay 
and a series of low impact development rain 
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gardens along Ballona Creek, all of which help 
prevent polluted storm water runoff from enter-
ing Santa Monica Bay. 

The communities of Santa Monica Bay have 
been more than worthy partners for Wash-
ington. This bill will help to make sure the fed-
eral government lives up to its end of the deal. 
It will require that federal agencies participate 
in the management planning process for the 
estuaries that receive the grants, incorporate 
local priorities into their actions and increase 
coordination between the many federal agen-
cies that either work in or impact estuaries. 

But the bill also looks forward. Estuary man-
agement programs will be required to identify 
their estuary’s vulnerability to climate change 
and prepare adaptation responses, and will 
work to educate the public on estuary health 
issues. 

Over my eight terms in Congress I have 
worked to obtain federal grants and strongly 
supported efforts to preserve the Ballona wet-
lands and Santa Monica Bay. I again stand in 
support of those areas, vital both to our envi-
ronmental and our economic health. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chair, I rise and ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for one 
minute. 

I support the reauthorization of the National 
Estuary Program, NEP, through the adoption 
of H.R. 4715, the Clean Estuaries Act of 2010. 

Estuaries are bodies of water that receive 
both outflows from rivers and tidal inflows from 
the ocean. 

They are transition zones between fresh 
water from rivers and saline water from the 
ocean. The mixing of fresh and salt water pro-
vides a unique environment that supports di-
verse habitats for a wide variety of living re-
sources, including plants, fish, and wildlife. 

Estuaries provide habitat for 75 percent of 
the U.S. commercial fish catch and 80 to 90 
percent of the recreational fish catch. 

Coastal counties for 40 percent of the em-
ployment and 49 percent of the economic out-
put for the nation. Estuaries are also vital to 
the health of our beaches, which produce be-
tween $6 billion and $30 billion for coastal 
communities each year. 

We need this bill because many of the Na-
tion’s estuaries are currently in poor ecological 
health. 

This bill requires the Administrator of the 
EPA to undertake a programmatic evaluation 
of EPA’s overall National Estuaries Program to 
asses its effectiveness in improving water 
quality, natural resources, and sustainable 
uses of included estuaries. In addition, the bill 
requires the EPA to submit a report to Con-
gress on the results of this evaluation. 

H.R. 4715 includes evaluation and update 
requirements to ensure accountability. 

With this legislation, all approved estuary 
programs will be evaluated and will now up-
date their management plans on a periodic 
basis, increasing program transparency and 
improving program performance. 

In addition this bill requires that Federal 
agencies participate in the management plan-
ning process, incorporate local priorities into 
their activities and actions and increase co-
ordination within the estuary. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 4715, 
Clean Estuaries Act. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, as a member 
of the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee I rise to lend my strong support to H.R. 
4715 ‘‘The Clean Estuaries Act of 2010.’’ 

This Act will not only improve the manage-
ment of our current estuaries, but it will allow 
several other sites that have expressed inter-
est in becoming a part of the National Estu-
aries program by significantly increasing the 
funding level for the National Estuaries pro-
gram. The sites that are interested in inclusion 
in my area include the San Pedro Bay and 
Newport Bay, which join thirty six other sites 
that are also interested in inclusion. 

Supporting Estuaries is critical to our pros-
perity because of the importance of coastal 
areas to our Nation’s economy. Coastal coun-
ties account for 40 percent of the employment 
and 49 percent of the economic output for the 
nation. 

Through the adoption of the Clean Estuaries 
Act of 2010, all approved estuary programs 
will be evaluated and will periodically update 
their management plans, increasing program 
transparency and improving program perform-
ance. Approved programs would have to iden-
tify the impact of climate change on estuaries 
and prepare adaptation responses, as well as 
work to educate the public on estuary health 
issues and develop performance measures 
and targets. 

This bill will help expand the program to 
protect and clean our estuaries and I thank 
Congressman BISHOP for his hard work bring-
ing this bill through the Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee and to the floor today. 
I ask that my colleagues today support this 
bill, and help protect our estuaries. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chair, I rise today in sup-
port of protecting our Nation’s estuaries by 
passing the Clean Estuaries Act (H.R. 4715). 

I am fortunate to represent a district that 
borders the San Francisco Bay. A healthy and 
clean bay is central to the economic prosperity 
and quality of life of my constituents. Since 
1987, the National Estuary Program has pro-
moted comprehensive planning efforts to clean 
up and preserve estuaries. The legislation be-
fore us today would reauthorize and strength-
en the National Estuary Program, providing 
additional assistance to communities to protect 
their waterways. 

In my community, the National Estuary Pro-
gram supports the San Francisco Bay Estuary 
Partnership. This partnership brings together 
diverse stakeholders and has created dozens 
of projects that support a thriving bay. For ex-
ample, at the Eden Landing Ecological Re-
serve in Hayward, hundreds of adult and stu-
dent volunteers are restoring shoreline habitat 
by removing invasive plants and planting na-
tive marsh grasses. In addition to improving 
water and habitat quality, this project is also 
teaching children about the bay and how to 
protect it. The Estuary Partnership is also 
working with local governments in my district 
to promote and replicate proven bay-friendly 
best management practices to decrease run- 
off pollution into the bay. By passing the Clean 
Estuaries Act, we can ensure that these initia-
tives and hundreds of similar efforts around 
the country will be continued and expanded. I 
urge all of my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4715 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Clean Estu-
aries Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM AMEND-

MENTS. 

(a) PURPOSES OF CONFERENCE.— 
(1) DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE CON-

SERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLANS.—Section 
320(b)(4) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(b)(4)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(4) develop and submit to the Adminis-
trator a comprehensive conservation and 
management plan that— 

‘‘(A) identifies the estuary and its associ-
ated upstream waters to be addressed by the 
plan, with consideration given to 
hydrological boundaries; 

‘‘(B) recommends priority corrective ac-
tions and compliance schedules addressing 
point and nonpoint sources of pollution to 
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, 
and biological integrity of the estuary, in-
cluding restoration and maintenance of 
water quality, a resilient and diverse indige-
nous population of shellfish, fish, and wild-
life, and recreational activities in the estu-
ary, and assure that the designated uses of 
the estuary are protected; 

‘‘(C) considers current and future sustain-
able commercial activities in the estuary; 

‘‘(D) addresses the impacts of climate 
change on the estuary, including— 

‘‘(i) the identification and assessment of 
vulnerabilities in the estuary; and 

‘‘(ii) the development and implementation 
of adaptation strategies; 

‘‘(E) increases public education and aware-
ness of the ecological health and water qual-
ity conditions of the estuary; 

‘‘(F) identifies and assesses impairments, 
including upstream impairments, coming 
from outside of the area addressed by the 
plan, and the sources of those impairments; 
and 

‘‘(G) includes performance measures and 
goals to track implementation of the plan.’’. 

(2) MONITORING AND MAKING RESULTS AVAIL-
ABLE.—Section 320(b)(6) of such Act (33 
U.S.C. 1330(b)(6)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(6) monitor (and make results available to 
the public regarding)— 

‘‘(A) water quality conditions in the estu-
ary and its associated upstream waters, as 
identified under paragraph (4)(A); 

‘‘(B) habitat conditions that relate to the 
ecological health and water quality condi-
tions of the estuary; and 

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of actions taken pur-
suant to the comprehensive conservation and 
management plan developed for the estuary 
under this subsection;’’. 

(3) INFORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL ACTIVI-
TIES.—Section 320(b) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 
1330(b)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) provide information and educational 
activities on the ecological health and water 
quality conditions of the estuary; and’’. 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The sentence 
following section 320(b)(8) of such Act (as so 
redesignated) is amended by striking ‘‘para-
graph (7)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (8)’’. 

(b) MEMBERS OF CONFERENCE.—Section 
320(c)(5) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(c)(5)) is 
amended by inserting after ‘‘institutions,’’ 
the following: ‘‘not-for-profit organiza-
tions,’’. 
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(c) ADMINISTRATION OF PLANS.—Section 

320(f) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(f)) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(f) ADMINISTRATION OF PLANS.— 
‘‘(1) APPROVAL.—Not later than 120 days 

after the date on which a management con-
ference submits to the Administrator a com-
prehensive conservation and management 
plan under this section, and after providing 
for public review and comment, the Adminis-
trator shall approve the plan if the Adminis-
trator determines that the plan meets the 
requirements of this section and the affected 
Governor or Governors concur. 

‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—Upon approval of a 
comprehensive conservation and manage-
ment plan under this section, the plan shall 
be implemented. Funds authorized to be ap-
propriated under titles II and VI and section 
319 may be used in accordance with the ap-
plicable requirements of this Act to assist 
States with the implementation of the plan. 

‘‘(3) EVALUATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, and every 4 years thereafter, the Ad-
ministrator shall complete an evaluation of 
the implementation of each comprehensive 
conservation and management plan devel-
oped under this section to determine the de-
gree to which the goals of the plan have been 
met. 

‘‘(B) REVIEW AND COMMENT BY MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE.—In completing an evaluation 
under subparagraph (A), the Administrator 
shall submit the results of the evaluation to 
the appropriate management conference for 
review and comment. 

‘‘(C) REPORT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In completing an evalua-

tion under subparagraph (A), and after pro-
viding an opportunity for a management 
conference to submit comments under sub-
paragraph (B), the Administrator shall issue 
a report on the results of the evaluation, in-
cluding the findings and recommendations of 
the Administrator and any comments re-
ceived from the management conference. 

‘‘(ii) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Admin-
istrator shall make a report issued under 
this subparagraph available to the public, in-
cluding through publication in the Federal 
Register and on the Internet. 

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR NEW PLANS.—Not-
withstanding subparagraph (A), if a manage-
ment conference submits a new comprehen-
sive conservation and management plan to 
the Administrator after the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph, the Administrator 
shall complete the evaluation of the plan re-
quired by subparagraph (A) not later than 4 
years after the date of such submission and 
every 4 years thereafter. 

‘‘(4) UPDATES.— 
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 18 

months after the date on which the Adminis-
trator makes an evaluation of a comprehen-
sive conservation and management plan 
available to the public under paragraph 
(3)(C), a management conference convened 
under this section shall submit to the Ad-
ministrator an update of the plan. The up-
dated plan shall reflect, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the results of the program 
evaluation. 

‘‘(B) APPROVAL OF UPDATES.—Not later 
than 120 days after the date on which a man-
agement conference submits to the Adminis-
trator an updated comprehensive conserva-
tion and management plan under subpara-
graph (A), and after providing for public re-
view and comment, the Administrator shall 
approve the updated plan if the Adminis-
trator determines that the updated plan 
meets the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(5) PROBATIONARY STATUS.—The Adminis-
trator may consider a management con-
ference convened under this section to be in 

probationary status if the management con-
ference has not received approval for an up-
dated comprehensive conservation and man-
agement plan under paragraph (4)(B) on or 
before the last day of the 3-year period be-
ginning on the date on which the Adminis-
trator makes an evaluation of the plan avail-
able to the public under paragraph (3)(C).’’. 

(d) FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Section 320 of such 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1330) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (g), (h), (i), 
(j), and (k) as subsections (h), (i), (j), (k), and 
(m), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
‘‘(1) ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED WITHIN ESTU-

ARIES WITH APPROVED PLANS.—After approval 
of a comprehensive conservation and man-
agement plan by the Administrator, any 
Federal action or activity affecting the estu-
ary shall be conducted, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, in a manner consistent 
with the plan. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION AND COOPERATION.—The 
Secretary of the Army (acting through the 
Chief of Engineers), the Administrator of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, the Director of the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Chief of the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, and 
the heads of other appropriate Federal agen-
cies, as determined by the Administrator, 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
cooperate and coordinate activities related 
to the implementation of a comprehensive 
conservation and management plan approved 
by the Administrator. The Environmental 
Protection Agency shall serve as the lead co-
ordinating agency under this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) CONSIDERATION OF PLANS IN AGENCY 
BUDGET REQUESTS.—In making an annual 
budget request for a Federal agency referred 
to in paragraph (2), the head of such agency 
shall consider the responsibilities of the 
agency under this section, including under 
comprehensive conservation and manage-
ment plans approved by the Administrator. 

‘‘(4) MONITORING.—The heads of the Federal 
agencies referred to in paragraph (2) shall 
collaborate on the development of tools and 
methodologies for monitoring the ecological 
health and water quality conditions of estu-
aries covered by a management conference 
convened under this section.’’. 

(e) GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 320(h) of such Act 

(as redesignated by subsection (d) of this sec-
tion) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(4) EFFECTS OF PROBATIONARY STATUS.— 
‘‘(A) REDUCTIONS IN GRANT AMOUNTS.—The 

Administrator shall reduce, by an amount to 
be determined by the Administrator, grants 
for the implementation of a comprehensive 
conservation and management plan devel-
oped by a management conference convened 
under this section if the Administrator de-
termines that the management conference is 
in probationary status under subsection 
(f)(5). 

‘‘(B) TERMINATION OF MANAGEMENT CON-
FERENCES.—The Administrator shall termi-
nate a management conference convened 
under this section, and cease funding for the 
implementation of the comprehensive con-
servation and management plan developed 
by the management conference, if the Ad-
ministrator determines that the manage-
ment conference has been in probationary 
status for 2 consecutive years.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 320(i) 
of such Act (as redesignated by subsection 
(d) of this section) is amended by striking 
‘‘subsection (g)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(h)’’. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 320(j) of such Act (as redesignated by 

subsection (d) of this section) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to the Administrator $50,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2011 through 2016 for— 

‘‘(A) expenses related to the administra-
tion of management conferences under this 
section, except that such expenses shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the amount appropriated 
under this subsection; 

‘‘(B) making grants under subsection (h); 
and 

‘‘(C) monitoring the implementation of a 
conservation and management plan by the 
management conference, or by the Adminis-
trator in any case in which the conference 
has been terminated. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATIONS.—Of the sums authorized 
to be appropriated under this subsection, the 
Administrator shall provide— 

‘‘(A) at least $1,250,000 per fiscal year, sub-
ject to the availability of appropriations, for 
the development, implementation, and moni-
toring of each conservation and management 
plan eligible for grant assistance under sub-
section (h); and 

‘‘(B) up to $5,000,000 per fiscal year to carry 
out subsection (k).’’. 

(g) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
320(k)(1)(A) of such Act (as redesignated by 
subsection (d) of this section) is amended by 
striking ‘‘paramenters’’ and inserting ‘‘pa-
rameters’’. 

(h) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM EVALUA-
TION.—Section 320 of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1330) 
is amended by inserting after subsection (k) 
(as redesignated by subsection (d) of this sec-
tion) the following: 

‘‘(l) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM EVALUA-
TION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years 
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, and every 4 years thereafter, the Ad-
ministrator shall complete an evaluation of 
the national estuary program established 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC ASSESSMENTS.—In conducting 
an evaluation under this subsection, the Ad-
ministrator shall assess the effectiveness of 
the national estuary program in improving 
water quality, natural resources, and sus-
tainable uses of the estuaries covered by 
management conferences convened under 
this section. 

‘‘(3) REPORT.—In completing an evaluation 
under this subsection, the Administrator 
shall issue a report on the results of the 
evaluation, including the findings and rec-
ommendations of the Administrator. 

‘‘(4) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Admin-
istrator shall make a report issued under 
this subsection available to the public, in-
cluding through publication in the Federal 
Register and on the Internet.’’. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
bill is in order except those printed in 
House Report 111–463. Each such 
amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, by a Mem-
ber designated in the report, shall be 
considered read, shall be debatable for 
the time specified in the report, equal-
ly divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent of the amend-
ment, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. OBER-

STAR: 
Page 4, strike lines 13 through 15 and insert 

the following: 
‘‘(E) increases public education and aware-

ness with respect to— 
‘‘(i) the ecological health of the estuary; 
‘‘(ii) the water quality conditions of the es-

tuary; and 
‘‘(iii) ocean, estuarine, land, and atmos-

pheric connections and interactions; 
Page 8, line 15, insert ‘‘the implementation 

of’’ before ‘‘the plan’’. 
Page 8, line 22, insert ‘‘the implementation 

of’’ before ‘‘a comprehensive’’. 
Page 10, line 25, insert ‘‘, including moni-

toring activities,’’ after ‘‘activities’’. 
Page 11, after line 18, insert the following: 
(1) RECIPIENTS.—Section 320(h)(1) of such 

Act (as redesignated by subsection (d) of this 
section) is amended by striking ‘‘other pub-
lic’’ and all that follows before the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘and other public or 
nonprofit private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations’’. 

Page 11, line 19, strike ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ 
and insert ‘‘(2) EFFECTS OF PROBATIONARY 
STATUS.—’’. 

Page 11, line 21, insert ‘‘further’’ before 
‘‘amended’’. 

Page 12, line 17, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert 
‘‘(3)’’. 

Page 15, after line 8, insert the following: 
(i) CONVENING OF CONFERENCE.—Section 

320(a)(2) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(a)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(2) CONVENING OF CON-
FERENCE.—’’ and all that follows through ‘‘In 
any case’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(2) CONVENING OF CONFERENCE.—In any 
case’’; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B). 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment makes technical changes 
to the underlying bill. It ensures the 
continued competitive nature of the 
National Estuary Program. 

We ensure that the program evalua-
tions will assess whether the imple-
mentation of a comprehensive con-
servation and management plan is 
achieving its stated goals. 

The amendment will enhance public 
education on the connections between 
air, land, water, and the potential im-
pacts of those factors on the health of 
the estuary. 

It will strike the existing statutory 
priority list of estuaries. 

It will remove individuals from the 
list of approved recipients for grants 
under this program. 

First, the technical changes will en-
sure that program evaluations deter-
mine whether the implementation of a 
management plan is reaching its stated 
goals. It will ensure that not only the 
plan but the implementation of the 
plan is achieving improvements in 
water quality and habitat in the estu-
ary. 

Second, the amendment ensures that 
the public education component of any 
management plan will include and will 

highlight the connections within the 
estuary between air, land, and water 
and the potential impacts of those 
interactions. Estuaries will be able to 
highlight to citizens living within the 
boundaries of the estuary how their ac-
tions will affect the health of the estu-
ary and how they can change their hab-
its or how they can change their ac-
tions to improve the quality of the es-
tuary. 

Third, the amendment strikes exist-
ing statutory language that lists a 
number of States and regions to re-
ceive priority consideration under the 
program. That historical prioritization 
does not reflect estuaries that are part 
of the National Estuary Plan. Some es-
tuaries on the list do not now partici-
pate in the program. The 12 estuaries 
that do participate are not included on 
the list, so that prioritization is super-
fluous. 

This change does not mean that estu-
aries now in the NEP will be removed. 
It means that existing programs must 
continue to meet their obligations 
under the program and meet the per-
formance requirements of the legisla-
tion to continue to be part of the Na-
tional Estuary Program. It will be a 
competitive program. That is the pur-
pose of the changes that I’ve just cited. 

Finally, we strike statutory language 
that now allows individuals to be eligi-
ble grant recipients under the program. 
No individual has ever received a grant 
under the program, according to the 
EPA, so there is no need to have that 
language in the bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim time in opposition, though I 
am not opposed to the bill. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arkansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Again, I just rise to 

say that we are very much in support 
of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-

tleman for those remarks. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the manager’s 
amendment offered by the Chairman of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, Mr. OBERSTAR. 

This amendment makes a few technical 
changes to the underlying legislation and to 
the existing National Estuaries Program. 

First, the amendment clarifies that the in-
creased accountability called for in the bill in-
cludes a review of the implementation of exist-
ing comprehensive conservation and manage-
ment plans, and not just of the plans, them-
selves. 

Second, the amendment ensures that the 
public is provided with additional information 
on the relationship between air quality, water 
quality, and land use, and their potential im-
pacts on the overall health of local estuaries. 

Oftentimes, locally developed solutions are 
the most cost-effective and long-lasting way to 
improve the environment. This has been the 
basis of success for many of the existing na-
tional estuary programs. 

Following this model, the manager’s amend-
ment includes language to encourage public 
education on the interconnectivity of local air, 
water, and land resources. 

With more information, the average citizen 
can be more aware of how his or her actions 
affect the environment around them, and how 
small changes in an individual’s everyday life 
can have substantial positive impacts on the 
local environment. 

Third, the manager’s amendment addresses 
one of the legacies of the initial authorization 
for the National Estuaries Program by deleting 
the outdated, statutory priority list of estuaries. 

All but one of the estuaries on the existing 
list already have recognized estuary program 
offices. 

The intent of this change is not to eliminate 
any of the existing 28 estuary programs, but to 
clarify that estuaries are not simply entitled to 
remain in the program. If an estuary program 
continues to meet its obligations under the 
Clean Water Act, and the enhanced account-
ability called for in this legislation, they will 
continue to remain in the program. 

However, the intent of this legislation is also 
to ensure that individual program offices are 
reaching their goals of improving water quality 
and the overall ecological health of the estu-
ary. 

The final change proposed by this amend-
ment is to eliminate the eligibility of individuals 
for grant assistance under this program. Ac-
cording to EPA, no individual has ever re-
ceived a grant under this program, so this is 
unused authority. 

Mr. Chair, I support the amendment and 
urge my colleagues to support the amend-
ment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk that I 
offer on behalf of Ms. PINGREE and 
yourself. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. OBER-
STAR: 

Page 14, strike lines 17 through 23 and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC ASSESSMENTS.—In conducting 
an evaluation under this subsection, the Ad-
ministrator shall— 

‘‘(A) assess the effectiveness of the na-
tional estuary program in improving water 
quality, natural resources, and sustainable 
uses of the estuaries covered by management 
conferences convened under this section; 

‘‘(B) identify best practices for improving 
water quality, natural resources, and sus-
tainable uses of the estuaries covered by 
management conferences convened under 
this section, including those practices funded 
through the use of technical assistance from 
the Environmental Protection Agency and 
other Federal agencies, and assess the rea-
sons why such practices result in the 
achievement of program goals; and 

‘‘(C) identify any redundant requirements 
for reporting by recipients of a grant under 
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this section, and develop and recommend a 
plan for limiting reporting redundancies. 

Page 15, line 4, strike ‘‘TO PUBLIC’’. 
Page 15, line 6, insert ‘‘management con-

ferences convened under this section and’’ 
before ‘‘the public’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve my time so the distinguished 
ranking member of the committee may 
speak at this moment. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim time in opposition, although I 
am not opposed to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Florida is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. I think we’ve reached a bi-

partisan accord. I support the gentle-
woman from Maine and also the gen-
tleman from Texas who have offered 
this amendment. 

I did not have an opportunity, Mr. 
Chairman, to speak during the general 
debate. I was delayed. 

After saying that our side does sup-
port this pending amendment, which, 
in the absence of the sponsors is being 
offered by the chair of the committee, 
I do want to take this opportunity to, 
first of all, thank Mr. OBERSTAR, our 
chair, and the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Arkansas, who has 
conceded time and is doing an incred-
ible job in heading up our side of the 
aisle on a very important issue, which 
is water resources for the Nation. 

So, Mr. BOOZMAN, thank you for your 
cooperation, and thank you to the 
chair of the subcommittee, Ms. JOHN-
SON from Texas. 

A lot of times when I go back home 
and people say, Well, Congress doesn’t 
work well, and Congress does this and 
Congress does that or they are always 
fighting and bickering, it’s good to be a 
part of the committee, of the largest 
committee in Congress, I might add— 
Transportation and Infrastructure— 
which has six subcommittees and a 
very important one here, Water Re-
sources. Water Resources controls all 
of the major water projects in the 
country—dams, levees. In this case, we 
are the stewards for the Nation and, 
really, for what the good Lord gave us, 
which is our estuaries. 

Most people don’t know much about 
estuaries, but we do have that respon-
sibility to make certain that they are 
preserved, that they are protected, and 
that we do the best with the money 
that is given to us on behalf of the tax-
payers to protect that part of nature 
and our ecological system that, again, 
is so vital. 

I do want to thank Mr. BOOZMAN and 
the chairs of the full committee and 
subcommittee for their work because 
we are here together to pass this in a 
bipartisan manner. So, on a day when 
many people are coming here to pro-

test some of the things that do go on in 
Washington—big spending and taxation 
on the day we just are all paying out to 
the Federal Government—this is an ex-
ample of a cooperative effort. 

Let me also say, too, as the Repub-
lican leader of the Transportation 
Committee, many people have been 
coming to me in the last hours and 
have been saying, Mr. MICA, how are 
you going to vote on this bill? This bill 
does represent an increase in funding. 

Now, you are probably looking at one 
of the most conservative Members of 
Congress. They listed 435 Members, and 
I was listed as No. 58 in the last week 
or so as far as fiscal conservative vot-
ing, and I take great pride in that be-
cause I worked hard for my money. I 
know people out there have worked 
hard to make a living and have strug-
gled to feed their families and to just 
make ends meet. At this time, we have 
got to be particularly mindful of tax-
payer dollars. 

b 1500 
From time to time, there are areas in 

which we need to spend a few more dol-
lars, and we are talking about a few 
dollars. We’re not talking about bil-
lions. I do know millions add up to bil-
lions, but in this instance we have in-
vested very little, and in this instance 
this is a very clear Federal responsi-
bility. This is where seawater and 
freshwater meet. And certainly if there 
is an area of responsibility, that is a 
Federal responsibility. The States can-
not nationally be responsible for wa-
ters that flow through many jurisdic-
tional boundaries. 

So here is an arch fiscal conservative 
coming before Congress on a day in 
which we are all concerned about gov-
ernment spending and saying, yes, we 
should invest a few dollars more in 
something that, again, is God given, 
the fragile ecosystem that has been 
handed to us and we have to be good 
stewards of. 

So I am going to vote ‘‘yes’’ for this 
amendment; and when the bill comes 
up you are going to see me vote ‘‘yes’’ 
for the bill, even though it does in-
crease spending from $35 million to $50 
million. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. TAYLOR). The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the distinguished cosponsor of the 
amendment, the gentlewoman from 
Maine (Ms. PINGREE). 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4715, the Clean 
Estuaries Act, is an important step to-
wards restoring our Nation’s most crit-
ical estuaries. This bill will create jobs 
and strengthen communities. I strong-
ly support the bill and want to com-
mend my colleagues, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BISHOP) and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO), for their hard work in 
crafting this legislation. 

One way to improve the efficiency 
and ensure the program is functioning 

at its highest level is to share informa-
tion. The local estuary partnerships 
work closely with the Federal Govern-
ment, but all too often the detailing of 
what works well in one estuary is not 
formally shared with the other estu-
aries. 

That is why Representative CUELLAR 
and I are offering an amendment that 
requires the EPA to collect best prac-
tices and then share them with the es-
tuaries. The amendment improves effi-
ciency and smooth operation of the 
NEPs by helping them connect with 
other estuaries and build on work that 
has already been done. 

Like many of you, in my district I 
have a mall, the largest mall in the 
State. It is built around a stream that 
flows into Casco Bay. And when it 
rains, the water runs off the roofs and 
parking lots, washing the oil, salt, and 
other contaminants on the pavement 
into Long Creek. Because of all this de-
velopment, Long Creek is an urban-im-
paired watershed, and this means until 
the water quality is improved, the 
mall, businesses around the mall, as 
well as State and local government 
who own the roads face tougher storm 
water management restrictions. 

This amendment will keep the busi-
nesses and local governments in the 
Long Creek watershed from having to 
start over when faced with questions 
on how to manage storm water. By 
using tested, known best practices, the 
businesses will save money and water 
quality in Long Creek will improve 
faster. The amendment reduces the 
costs of improving water quality and 
saves these important businesses real 
money. 

The amendment helps to ensure that 
all of our estuary stakeholders, includ-
ing those in Long Creek, have access to 
the very best tools and methods for 
protecting and restoring water quality. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I now yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR). 

Mr. CUELLAR. I want to thank the 
chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR; the sub-
committee chairwoman also, the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON); Ms. PINGREE also for 
the work she has done; and, of course, 
our ranking members, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
for the work that you and Mr. MICA 
have done. 

This particular amendment is to sup-
port government efficiency. We both 
believe this amendment will eliminate 
waste and redundancies in the pro-
grams and will improve the effective-
ness and cut back wasteful spending. 

This amendment authorizes the Ad-
ministrator of the EPA to identify, 
number one, best management prac-
tices for allocating resources in an effi-
cient and effective manner. It would 
outline key reasons why such practices 
will result in positive outcomes and 
disseminate the best practices to the 
management conferences. Also, this 
amendment identifies redundant rules, 
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regulations, and requirements for re-
porting by grant recipients and in-
structs the EPA Administrator to de-
velop a plan to eliminate those 
redundancies in the future. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, will 
make our government more efficient, 
more effective, and more accountable 
by conducting this type of evaluation. 
I urge support of this amendment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield the balance 
of my time to the distinguished chair 
of our subcommittee, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Maine (Ms. PINGREE) 
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CUELLAR). 

This amendment makes two impor-
tant changes to the underlying bill 
that should benefit the overall effec-
tiveness of the National Estuary Pro-
gram. 

First, the amendment requires the 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to conduct an as-
sessment of best practices for improv-
ing water quality, natural resources, 
and sustainable uses of the estuary as 
part of the Agency’s periodic evalua-
tion of the National Estuary Program. 

Following this assessment, the Ad-
ministrator would be required to dis-
seminate information on these best 
practices to other estuary management 
conferences convened under section 320, 
as well as to the public. 

I support this provision because it 
will provide a good, centralized re-
source on successful, locally produced 
practices for improving the overall 
health of estuarine areas. 

This clearinghouse should provide 
valuable information to other manage-
ment conferences and the general pub-
lic on what practices are being success-
fully implemented in the field so that 
each management conference does not 
have to ‘‘reinvent the wheel’’ each time 
they are looking for creative ideas to 
benefit their local environment. 

While what works in one area of the 
country may not necessarily work in 
another, I would suspect that simply 
sharing success stories on management 
practices will have an overall benefit 
to local restoration efforts. 

The second change proposed by this 
amendment is to require the Administrator to 
identify potential redundant reporting require-
ments for grant recipients, and to propose a 
plan for reducing such redundancy. 

It would seem common sense that where ef-
ficiencies in reporting requirements can be 
achieved in such a way that reduces the over-
all burden on grant recipients, but does not 
impact the overall operation of the program or 
its accountability to taxpayers, such an effort 
should be undertaken. 

I support this amendment, and urge its 
adoption. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. KAGEN 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. KAGEN: 
Page 4, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
Page 4, line 21, strike the first period 

through the final period and insert ‘‘; and’’. 
Page 4, after line 21, insert the following: 
‘‘(H) includes a coordinated monitoring 

strategy for Federal, State, and local govern-
ments and other entities.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KAGEN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KAGEN. I thank Chairman OBER-
STAR for allowing me to move this 
amendment forward. And, Ms. JOHN-
SON, thank you very much. And it’s 
good to see Mr. BOOZMAN on the floor. 

This is a very simple and straight-
forward amendment that includes lan-
guage for measuring the outcomes. The 
coordination and cooperation between 
State, local, and Federal agencies will 
be necessary to guarantee that our dol-
lars are well spent and that we have a 
very efficient operation as we protect 
our estuaries. 

So I would submit this amendment 
and hope that I would have bipartisan 
support for it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arkansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. I rise to support the 

amendment. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the amendment 
from the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KAGEN). 

This amendment requires a monitoring effort 
on the part of National Estuary Program part-
ners. 

A coordinated monitoring program is very 
important to ensure the success of these pro-
grams. 

Monitoring is a key piece of any restoration 
plan. This amendment will help to increase ef-
ficiencies, save money and reduce duplicative 
activities by requiring the partners to coordi-
nate their monitoring activities. 

Also, requiring monitoring by the partners 
will mean that the management conference, 
and the appropriate Federal, State and local 
agencies will be able to measure the accom-
plishments of the management conference. 
Without monitoring, the management con-
ference will not be able to determine if the 
plan has succeeded or failed at improving 
water quality and the habitat of the estuary. 

I commend our Committee colleague for of-
fering this amendment, and urge its approval. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. With that, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KAGEN. I thank the kind gen-
tleman for agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in the true spirit of a 
very efficient operation, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KAGEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SCHAUER 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Mr. SCHAUER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. SCHAUER: 
Page 15, after line 8, add the following: 
(i) GREAT LAKES ESTUARIES.—Section 

320(m) of such Act (as redesignated by sub-
section (d) of this section) is amended by 
striking the subsection designation and all 
that follows through ‘‘and those portions of 
tributaries’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(m) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the 
terms ‘estuary’ and ‘estuarine zone’ have the 
meanings such terms have in section 
104(n)(4), except that— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘estuary’ also includes near 
coastal waters and other bodies of water 
within the Great Lakes that are similar in 
form and function to the waters described in 
the definition of ‘estuary’ contained in sec-
tion 104(n)(4); and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘estuarine zone’ also in-
cludes— 

‘‘(A) waters within the Great Lakes de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and transitional 
areas from such waters that are similar in 
form and function to the transitional areas 
described in the definition of ‘estuarine zone’ 
contained in section 104(n)(4); 

‘‘(B) associated aquatic ecosystems; and 
‘‘(C) those portions of tributaries’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SCHAUER) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. SCHAUER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The amendment before you would de-
fine ‘‘estuary’’ under the Clean Water 
Act to include Great Lakes near shore 
waters and connecting waters that are 
similar to traditional estuaries covered 
by the National Estuary Program. The 
amendment would allow Great Lakes 
estuaries eligible to apply on a com-
petitive basis for inclusion in the Na-
tional Estuary Program. 

The Great Lakes and surrounding 
waters are a valuable natural resource 
of national importance, and it makes 
sense that they are eligible to apply for 
inclusion in this competitive grant pro-
gram. Again, my amendment would 
clearly define ‘‘estuary’’ to include 
Great Lakes waterways and connecting 
waterways. 

The Great Lakes hold 90 percent of 
the United States surface freshwater, 
20 percent of the world’s freshwater, 
and are the largest system of fresh sur-
face water on Earth. The Midwest re-
lies on the Great Lakes for commerce, 
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tourism, and drinking water. Unfortu-
nately, the health of the Great Lakes 
has been threatened by pollution, 
invasive species, and water with-
drawals. Failure to protect the Great 
Lakes now could result in more serious 
consequences. Conservationists, envi-
ronmental stewards, hunters, fisher-
men, and outdoorsmen from all over 
the country share my sentiment. 

Including the Great Lakes waterways 
in the National Estuary Program will 
help create long-term planning and 
management of both point and 
nonpoint sources of pollution and pro-
tect areas of commercial importance 
from ecological risks. 

Mr. Chair, we need to do everything 
we can to protect Great Lakes water-
ways. We can make another step in the 
right direction by expanding the defini-
tion of ‘‘estuary’’ to include the Great 
Lakes waterways and allow these wa-
terways to be eligible for funding in 
the National Estuary Program. I urge 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Ar-
kansas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment will pull money out of the 
National Estuary Program and send it 
to address the needs of the Great 
Lakes. 

The National Estuary Program is 
meant to assist those in important eco-
logical areas in our country where the 
freshwater of rivers meets and mixes 
with seawater. By any scientific defini-
tion, there are no estuaries in the 
Great Lakes. 

Over the years, Congress has created 
and funded a number of programs to 
address the needs of the Great Lakes. 
We have established an entire office in 
the EPA to work on the Great Lakes 
issue. While there are many worthy 
projects that could be done in the 
Great Lakes, I believe we should use 
existing Great Lakes programs to ad-
dress those needs and not dilute the 
National Estuary Program. If the gen-
tleman believes that more should be 
done for the Great Lakes, then we 
should have the debate on whether or 
not to modify the existing Great Lakes 
program. Members who have true estu-
aries in their States which are very 
coastal in nature should be concerned 
about this amendment diluting the in-
tent and the dollars associated with 
this important program. 

To my colleagues in the Great Lakes 
States who understandably might be 
tempted to a support this amendment, 
I would say this amendment makes 
about as much sense as suggesting that 
the Great Lakes Legacy Act dollars 
should be used to address the needs of 
the Chesapeake Bay. The Great Lakes 
and the Nation’s estuaries are both im-
portant areas. Let’s address them in 
the context of their own separate legis-
lation and not make one complete with 
the other. 

With that, I urge Members to oppose 
the Schauer amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

b 1515 

Mr. SCHAUER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I have great respect for my col-
league’s comments. My amendment 
would merely bring this National Estu-
ary Program into compliance and con-
sistency with the 2000 Estuaries and 
Clean Waters Act. For purposes of that 
act, Congress’s definition of estuaries 
included Great Lakes. So in substance, 
this definition would be exactly the 
same as the 2000 Estuaries and Clean 
Waters Act. 

I now yield to the chairman of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the gentleman from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

While I respect the remarks of the 
gentleman from Arkansas, we specify 
in this amendment, Mr. SCHAUER does, 
that the meeting place of the rivers 
and the lakes is not a traditional estu-
ary, is not a meeting place of fresh and 
saltwater, but that these points would 
be treated as estuaries. As an example, 
the lamprey eel lays its eggs in the dis-
charge point of the rivers that con-
tribute to and discharge into the Great 
Lakes. That is a meeting place of river 
water and lake water where a destruc-
tive, nonindigenous, invasive species 
multiplies. 

Including the Great Lakes in the es-
tuary program will provide additional 
authority for the Great Lakes to work 
to control this monster that destroys 
the fishery of the Great Lakes. This is 
not an allocation, this is not an ear-
mark, it is not a specific designation. 
It simply allows the Great Lakes to 
compete for available dollars author-
ized under this program. 

We think that this body of the great-
est repository of freshwater on the 
earth ought to have standing among 
the others that have designation as es-
tuaries. Those meeting places on the 
Great Lakes are every bit as important 
as the meeting places of the freshwater 
rivers and the saltwater repositories of 
a traditional estuary definition. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Again having great respect for our 
chairman, the point that I am trying 
to make is that I understand the prob-
lems that we face in the Great Lakes. 
And this is a body of such significance. 
And yet, again, my feeling is that we 
should take care of that problem with-
in the structure that we have within 
the Great Lakes program. I see no need 
to expand the estuary program to take 
care of the Great Lakes. 

If we need additional moneys, if we 
need additional infrastructure in fight-
ing the battles with the invasive spe-
cies and things that were mentioned, 
then I feel like the place to do that is 

within the Great Lakes programs rath-
er than diluting the moneys, a rel-
atively small amount of money, dilut-
ing the money from the estuary pro-
gram. 

With that, I reserve my balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCHAUER. Mr. Chairman, just a 
couple of points in closing. 

The Federal Government’s Web site 
on this topic of estuaries, it refers to 
the Great Lakes as freshwater estu-
aries that are, quote, ‘‘affected by tides 
and storms, just as estuaries along the 
oceanic coasts are.’’ In fact, there is 
currently a federally-recognized fresh-
water estuary in Ohio located on Lake 
Erie. 

My final point, there is a group 
called Healthy Lakes—Healthy Lives 
that wrote in support of this amend-
ment. They state that, ‘‘Traditionally, 
estuaries are transition zones along 
our coasts between fresh water from 
rivers and saline water from oceans. 
Regardless of whether it is a tradi-
tional mix of fresh and saltwater areas 
that are similar, all estuaries provide a 
unique environment that supports di-
verse habitats.’’ 

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield the balance of my time to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman and my col-
leagues, I have been married for 38 
years. I have a wonderful wife. I fell in 
love with her almost at first sight. We 
have been together for three, almost 
four decades. Probably the one I spend 
the most time with other than my wife 
is Mr. OBERSTAR in my work on the 
committee. We have been together on 
the committee for my 18 years. He has 
been there for 32, a lot longer. Now, 
with my wife from time to time I do 
have disagreements, like just about 
every day on some issue. This happens 
to also be with Mr. OBERSTAR sort of 
like that marital relation, that I would 
disagree both with my good friend and 
colleague Mr. OBERSTAR and also my 
colleague from Michigan. 

I think that on this, this isn’t worth 
burning the house over, and I think the 
gentleman is offering an amendment 
that is well intended, and he has a sin-
cere interest in protecting freshwater 
estuaries. A definition was cited about 
freshwater estuaries. And yes, there 
are probably thousands, maybe mil-
lions of freshwater estuaries. That is 
the whole point here is we are expand-
ing a limited definition of marine estu-
aries that have saltwater. And one of 
the justifications for this whole pro-
gram at the Federal level is the sea 
does encompass the entire perimeter of 
our coastal areas, particularly Florida, 
which we have some of the biggest 
coastline. We have many places where 
fresh and saltwater mix. And that is 
the importance of this particularly im-
portant but very small Federal pro-
gram. 
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The argument here isn’t increasing 

this billions, we are going from $35 to 
$50 million in a program. And it is im-
portant that the additional money not 
be so diluted. So while I support the 
gentleman in what he would like to do 
with freshwater estuaries, I don’t think 
that this expansion is appropriate 
when we are looking at including the 
body of freshwater estuaries. We do 
have a disagreement on this. And I do 
support the bill in general. I do take 
deference with this particular amend-
ment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MICA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Does it help that 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1970 des-
ignates the Great Lakes as the fourth 
seacoast? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the amendment 
from the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
SCHAUER). 

This amendment would define the term ‘‘es-
tuary’’ for the purposes of this bill to include 
Great Lakes waters, including those near 
shore waters and connections that are similar 
to traditional estuaries. 

Currently, coastal estuaries are the only es-
tuaries that are eligible to apply for competitive 
grants under the National Estuary Program. 
The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. SCHAUER) would authorize 
interested management conferences in Great 
Lakes waters to apply for competitive grants 
under the National Estuary Program. 

I support the amendment. 
The CHAIR. All time has expired. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SCHAUER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE OF 

WISCONSIN 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 5 offered by Ms. MOORE of 
Wisconsin: 

Page 14, strike lines 3 through 6 and insert 
the following: 

(g) RESEARCH.—Section 320(k)(1)(A) of such 
Act (as redesignated by subsection (d) of this 
section) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘paramenters’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘parameters’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(including monitoring of 
both pathways and ecosystems to track the 
introduction and establishment of nonnative 
species)’’ before ‘‘, to provide the Adminis-
trator’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. MOORE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most de-
structive threats to the ecological in-

tegrity and health of estuaries across 
our Nation, as well as other water bod-
ies such as rivers and lakes, are 
invasive species. Invasive species de-
stroy ecosystems and have a dev-
astating effect on the health and bal-
ance of these systems, including the es-
tuaries that we are trying so hard to 
protect through the National Estuary 
Program. For example, the San Fran-
cisco Estuary has been called one of 
the most invaded estuaries in the 
world. 

Once these species are established, 
Federal and State authorities spend 
hundreds of millions of dollars trying 
to eliminate them, and failing that, to 
manage them and repair the enormous 
ecological and economic damage they 
have done and are doing to these im-
portant ecosystems. As I speak, the 
Army Corps of Engineers is under-
taking efforts to prevent the latest of 
these threats to Lake Michigan in my 
district, the Asian carp, from over-
running this ecological and national 
treasure. 

This amendment would include as-
sessments of the pathways by which 
these unwelcome guests are getting 
into estuaries in the long term moni-
toring and assessment efforts author-
ized through the National Estuary Pro-
gram. For example, one pathway of in-
troduction for nonnative species in an 
estuary is the ballast water in ships 
that they may discharge as they move 
through these bodies of water. By 
strengthening monitoring of this 
threat in the estuaries, it is my hope 
that it will help improve data available 
to the various stakeholders, to EPA’s 
national program office and Congress 
on how nonnative species are affecting 
our estuaries, track whether this prob-
lem is getting better or worse, and 
guide the development of targeted and 
effective solutions to help address and 
defeat these invaders. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arkansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. We just want to go 

on the record as supporting this 
amendment and urge its adoption. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman. I also want to thank 
the chairman of the House Transpor-
tation Committee, Mr. OBERSTAR, for 
his support of this amendment as well. 
I know he shares my concerns about 
the problem of invasive species in bal-
last water, and I sure look forward to 
working with him on another bill to 
address those concerns more specifi-
cally. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the amendment 
from the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. 
MOORE). 

This amendment would add a new focus 
area to the existing list of research programs 

the Environmental Protection Agency adminis-
trator can implement under the National Estu-
ary Program. 

In the existing statutory language for the 
National Estuary Program, there is a list of re-
search programs the administrator is author-
ized to coordinate and implement with other 
Federal agencies. This amendment would 
allow for a research program related to non-
native species. 

Nonnative or invasive species continue to 
be a threat to many of our waterbodies, in-
cluding estuaries. 

Adding a new research focus that looks at 
the potential impacts of nonnative species and 
the pathways for introduction in estuaries 
would be very helpful in better understanding 
the potential impacts of these species to the 
water quality, natural resource benefits, and 
sustainable uses of the estuary. 

The programs that experience threats from 
nonnative species in their estuaries could in-
corporate any information obtained from this 
research into their plans in the future. 

I support the amendment. 
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. SHEA- 

PORTER 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER: 

Page 4, line 10, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
Page 4, line 12, insert ‘‘and’’ after the semi-

colon. 
Page 4, after line 12, insert the following: 
‘‘(iii) the impacts of changes in sea level on 

estuarine water quality, estuarine habitat, 
and infrastructure located in the estuary; 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentlewoman from New 
Hampshire (Ms. SHEA-PORTER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

First, I would like to thank Chair-
man OBERSTAR, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr. 
LOBIONDO for their work on this bill. I 
have the honor of representing the 
First Congressional District of New 
Hampshire, which is home to the 
Piscataqua Region Estuaries Partner-
ship. PREP, as it is known, has been a 
part of the National Estuaries Program 
since 1995. PREP works to protect two 
estuarine systems in New Hampshire, 
Great Bay/Little Bay and Hampton 
Harbor. The partnership has included 
the entire Great Bay watershed in 
their area of focus, which includes 42 
communities in New Hampshire and 10 
communities in Maine. The National 
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Estuaries Program has been a signifi-
cant source of funding and resources, 
assisting PREP in their valuable work. 
This reauthorization we are consid-
ering today will make the program 
stronger and allow for more estuaries 
to be included. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the threats fac-
ing our estuaries is sea level change. 
As the sea level rises, it pushes the 
water further inland, changing the 
makeup of our estuaries and wetlands. 
In some cases, the effect may be that 
the wetlands move further inland. 
However, in areas like the Northeast, 
where our land is highly developed, 
this may not be possible. 

b 1530 

There may be no place for the plants 
and animals that depend on the unique 
make-up of these estuaries to go. They 
may, literally, hit a roadblock, and 
those ecosystems would collapse. Mr. 
Chairman, the threat of that happening 
should worry us all. 

Estuaries are essential habitats. 
They support countless species of 
plants, animals, and sea life. They act 
as nursery grounds for oceanic species 
and are the pathways for many species 
of fish that migrate from the oceans 
into our rivers. In fact, estuaries pro-
vide habitat for 75 percent of the com-
mercial fishing catch and up to 90 per-
cent of the recreational fishing catch 
in this country. 

Estuaries and wetlands also act as 
buffers to the storms that batter our 
coasts. I volunteered in New Orleans 
after Hurricane Katrina, and I can tell 
you firsthand the devastation that the 
storm caused. Many scientists have at-
tributed the significant loss of coastal 
lands and salt marshes outside of New 
Orleans as a factor in the severity of 
the damage that the storm caused. 

Mr. Chairman, sea levels are chang-
ing. Whether you agree or disagree 
that global climate change is the 
cause, we should all be alarmed by the 
potential impact rising sea levels could 
have on these important habitats. It 
has been estimated that sea level rise 
could convert as much as 33 percent of 
the world’s coastal wetlands to open 
water. That right would be a dev-
astating loss for our coastal commu-
nity. 

Mr. Chairman, this straightforward 
amendment would simply ensure that 
sea level change is taken into account 
when the comprehensive conservation 
and management plans are con-
structed. These estuaries are impor-
tant parts of our coastal communities 
and their economies, and we need to 
help them survive. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arkansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, we do 
not oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gentle-

woman yield? 
Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Yes, I will yield. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentle-

woman for yielding. I rise in support of 
the amendment. It does not add cost. It 
does not add any burden on the process, 
but it does add an element of review in 
the evaluation of these plans and that 
is to take into consideration sea level 
rise that’s already happening on our 
sea coasts, on our salt water coasts. 
And the addition of this factor, I think, 
will make all of the planners sensitive 
to the effects, the erosions, shore line 
erosion effects of rise of water levels 
and their consequential effects on the 
health of the estuaries. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the amendment 
from the gentlewoman from New Hampshire 
(Ms. SHEA-PORTER). 

This amendment would require that indi-
vidual comprehensive conservation and man-
agement plans evaluate the impacts of 
changes in sea level as they apply to the sur-
rounding estuarine region. 

Changes in sea level are likely in the future 
and it is without question that our coasts are 
vulnerable to the impacts of these changes. 

For example, water quality and habitat in 
the estuaries would be affected by changes in 
sea level. In addition, those wildlife and fish 
that make the estuaries their home could be 
affected by these changes. 

And last, public infrastructure along the 
coasts and in estuaries will likely be affected 
by changes in sea level. 

In particular, roads, bridges and water-re-
lated infrastructure could be potentially 
harmed, inundated, or rendered ineffective by 
changes in sea level. 

Therefore, it is important that the manage-
ment plans assess the potential impacts 
caused by sea level rise and include potential 
responses to these threats. 

Again, I support the amendment and ap-
plaud the gentlewoman for offering it. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chairman, 
again, I want to thank Chairman OBER-
STAR, Mr. BISHOP and Mr. LOBIONDO for 
their work and leadership on this bill. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and the underlying bill, 
and I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire (Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. KRATOVIL 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 111–463. 

Mr. KRATOVIL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. KRATOVIL: 
Page 6, strike line 3, and insert the fol-

lowing: 
(b) MEMBERS OF CONFERENCE; COLLABO-

RATIVE PROCESSES.— 
(1) MEMBERS OF CONFERENCE.—Section 

320(c)(5) 
Page 6, after line 6, insert the following: 
(2) COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES.—Section 

320(d) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(d)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(d)’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘In developing’’ and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(d) UTILIZATION OF EXISTING DATA AND 
COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES.— 

‘‘(1) UTILIZATION OF EXISTING DATA.—In de-
veloping’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) UTILIZATION OF COLLABORATIVE PROC-

ESSES.—In updating a plan under subsection 
(f)(4) or developing a new plan under sub-
section (b), a management conference shall 
make use of collaborative processes to— 

‘‘(A) ensure equitable inclusion of affected 
interests; 

‘‘(B) engage with members of the manage-
ment conference, including through— 

‘‘(i) the use of consensus-based decision 
rules; and 

‘‘(ii) assistance from impartial facilitators, 
as appropriate; 

‘‘(C) ensure relevant information, includ-
ing scientific, technical, and cultural infor-
mation, is accessible to members; 

‘‘(D) promote accountability and trans-
parency by ensuring members are informed 
in a timely manner of— 

‘‘(i) the purposes and objectives of the 
management conference; and 

‘‘(ii) the results of an evaluation conducted 
under subsection (f)(3); 

‘‘(E) identify the roles and responsibilities 
of members— 

‘‘(i) in the management conference pro-
ceedings; and 

‘‘(ii) in the implementation of the plan; 
and 

‘‘(F) seek resolution of conflicts or dis-
putes as necessary.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1248, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. KRATOVIL) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. KRATOVIL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of my amendment to H.R. 
4715, the Clean Estuaries Act, and voice 
my support also for the underlying bill. 

Let me begin by thanking the chair-
man, Mr. OBERSTAR, who, as the Chair 
knows, has the finest voice of all in 
Congress; and should he ever leave Con-
gress, could certainly go forward in 
doing commentating somewhere. 

But, in any event, Mr. Chairman, 
Maryland’s First Congressional Dis-
trict is defined by the Chesapeake Bay 
and its waterways. Although not di-
rectly part of the National Estuary 
Program, the program was developed 
from efforts to protect our Nation’s 
largest estuary, the Chesapeake Bay. 

Estuaries are bodies of water, as 
you’ve heard, that receive both out-
flows from rivers and tidal inflows 
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from the ocean. They are transition 
zones between fresh water from rivers 
and salt water from the ocean. The 
mixing of fresh and salt water provides 
a unique environment that supports di-
verse habitats for a wide variety of liv-
ing resources, including plants, fish, 
and wildlife. 

Estuaries are critical economic en-
gines that generate billions of dollars 
in revenue each year from fishing and 
tourism. The sad truth is that along 
with many of the Nation’s estuaries, 
the Chesapeake is in poor ecological 
health as well, although we did have, 
Mr. Chairman, some good news yester-
day in terms of the blue crab popu-
lation which I’m happy to report is re-
bounding. 

Unhealthy estuaries impact not only 
the commercial and recreational fish-
ing industries, but threaten industries 
such as tourism, restaurants and char-
ter boats, among others, that generate 
revenue and create good-paying jobs. 

This bill includes effective reforms to 
that program that will bolster the 
health of estuaries, as well as the econ-
omy and infrastructure of affected 
communities by increasing trans-
parency, requiring establishment of 
performance measures and goals, and 
introducing much needed account-
ability to the program. 

This legislation will support and 
maintain the Maryland Coastal Bays 
program as one of the most effective 
estuary programs in the Nation and en-
sure that taxpayer dollars are used ef-
fectively in the fight to do so. 

I have introduced an amendment 
that I believe will bolster the oversight 
and accountability of these programs 
by ensuring a collaborative process in-
volving all stakeholders. 

The National Estuary Program is 
comprised of initiatives across the 
country that, under my amendment, 
will now be subject to a streamlined 
management plan that will ensure all 
stakeholders play a role in the imple-
mentation. 

My amendment calls for the equi-
table inclusion of all relevant estuary 
stakeholders, the use of neutral 
facilitators and processes to resolve 
any conflicts, and the inclusion and use 
of up-to-date information. Included 
among these stakeholders will be the 
region’s farming and agricultural rep-
resentatives, as well as environmental 
groups, so that all parties will come to 
the table and reach a consensus agree-
ment about our mutual interests and 
goals. 

While some programs may have used 
collaborative processes in the past, this 
amendment will ensure that all new 
programs and all existing programs un-
dergoing management plan updates 
will collaborate going forward. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support my amendment, as well as 
the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arkansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, again, 

we do not oppose the amendment. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. KRATOVIL. Mr. Chairman, I’ll 

yield to the chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
as much time as he may consume. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for this amend-
ment, a very thoughtful, well-crafted 
amendment to resolve conflicts. That 
is really what the Congress should be 
doing, resolving conflicts and creating 
structures within our programs within 
which conflict can be resolved. And 
that is particularly important in devel-
opment of management plans. There 
are so many different parties, some at 
loggerheads over the management of 
the watershed. 

This idea will ensure that we bring 
the development of these management 
plans to a reasonable and productive 
conclusion. And so I thank the gen-
tleman for this amendment. Perhaps if 
it works, we can apply it to our work 
with the other body. 

Mr. KRATOVIL. I thank the Chair. I 
also thank the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BOOZMAN) for his support of 
the amendment. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for 
your support. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the amendment 
from the Gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
KRATOVIL). 

This amendment is essentially a reminder to 
the new programs of the National Estuary Pro-
gram that collaborative processes should be 
used when developing the management plan. 

Many of the estuary programs are currently 
using collaborative processes to develop their 
plans and this amendment encourages these 
processes to continue in the future. 

The gentleman’s amendment ensures that 
all relevant stakeholders in an estuary be 
given an equal voice. This concept is funda-
mental for developing a broad-base of support 
for restoration efforts, and for increasing the 
overall likelihood of success. 

The amendment would also require the use 
of a neutral party to resolve conflicts that arise 
during the development of a plan. The use of 
neutral parties can be an effective way to re-
solve differences other, more engaged stake-
holders may encounter when developing a 
management plan. 

Finally, this amendment requires the inclu-
sion of up-to-date information in the plans. 

As the management plans are updated, they 
should include the most recent information 
possible so that they are useful in helping 
achieve the long-term goals of improving the 
water quality and habitat in the estuaries. 

I commend the gentleman for offering this 
amendment, and urge its adoption. 

Mr. KRATOVIL. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. KRATOVIL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. 
MOORE of Wisconsin) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. CUELLAR, Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 4715) to amend the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
reauthorize the National Estuary Pro-
gram, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

f 

RAISING A QUESTION OF THE 
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to a question of the privileges of the 
House and offer the resolution pre-
viously noticed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 1255 

Whereas, the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct initiated an investigation 
into allegations related to earmarks and 
campaign contributions in the Spring of 2009. 

Whereas, on December 2, 2009, reports and 
findings in seven separate matters involving 
the alleged connection between earmarks 
and campaign contributions were forwarded 
by the Office of Congressional Ethics to the 
Standards Committee. 

Whereas, on February 26, 2010, the Stand-
ards Committee made public its report on 
the matter wherein the Committee found, 
though a widespread perception exists among 
corporations and lobbyists that campaign 
contributions provide a greater chance of ob-
taining earmarks, there was no evidence 
that Members or their staff considered con-
tributions when requesting earmarks. 

Whereas, the Committee indicated that, 
with respect to the matters forwarded by the 
Office of Congressional Ethics, neither the 
evidence cited in the OCE’s findings nor the 
evidence in the record before the Standards 
Committee provided a substantial reason to 
believe that violations of applicable stand-
ards of conduct occurred. 

Whereas, the Office of Congressional Eth-
ics is prohibited from reviewing activities 
taking place prior to March of 2008 and lacks 
the authority to subpoena witnesses and doc-
uments. 

Whereas, for example, the Office of Con-
gressional Ethics noted that in some in-
stances documents were redacted or specific 
information was not provided and that, in at 
least one instance, they had reason to be-
lieve a witness withheld information re-
quested and did not identify what was being 
withheld. 

Whereas, the Office of Congressional Eth-
ics also noted that they were able to inter-
view only six former employees of the PMA 
Group, with many former employees refusing 
to consent to interviews and the OCE unable 
to obtain evidence within PMA’s possession. 

Whereas, Roll Call noted that ‘‘the com-
mittee report was five pages long and in-
cluded no documentation of any evidence 
collected or any interviews conducted by the 
committee, beyond a statement that the in-
vestigation ‘included extensive document re-
views and interviews with numerous wit-
nesses.’ ’’ (Roll Call, March 8, 2010) 

Whereas, it is unclear whether the Stand-
ards Committee included in their investiga-
tion any activities that occurred prior to 
2008. 

Whereas, it is unclear whether the Stand-
ards Committee interviewed any Members in 
the course of their investigation. 
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Whereas, it is unclear whether the Stand-

ards Committee, in the course of their inves-
tigation, initiated their own subpoenas or 
followed the Office of Congressional Ethics 
recommendations to issue subpoenas. There-
fore be it: 

Resolved, That not later than seven days 
after the adoption of this resolution, the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
shall report to the House of Representatives, 
with respect to the activities addressed in its 
report of February 26, 2010, (1) how many wit-
nesses were interviewed, (2) how many, if 
any, subpoenas were issued in the course of 
their investigation, and (3) what documents 
were reviewed and their availability for pub-
lic review. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution qualifies. 

MOTION TO REFER THE RESOLUTION 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I 
move the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is recognized 
for 1 hour on the motion to refer. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, 
this is a matter that belongs to the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

I yield back the balance of my time 
and move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to refer. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 385, nays 0, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 18, not voting 27, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 206] 

YEAS—385 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 

Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 

Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 

Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—18 

Blackburn 
Bonner 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 

Conaway 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Latham 

Lofgren, Zoe 
McCaul 
Myrick 
Simpson 
Walden 
Welch 

NOT VOTING—27 

Barrett (SC) 
Bean 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Boyd 
Capito 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 

Jackson Lee 
(TX) 

Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Marshall 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Mollohan 
Pence 

Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

b 1616 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts 
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
WELCH changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ 
to ‘‘present.’’ 

So the motion to refer was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

CLEAN ESTUARIES ACT OF 2010 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1248 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4715. 

b 1617 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4715) to amend the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act to reauthorize the 
National Estuary Program, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. CUELLAR in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. When the Committee of 

the Whole rose earlier today, pro-
ceedings on amendment No. 7 printed 
in House Report 111–463 offered by the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
KRATOVIL) had been disposed of. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, proceedings will now re-
sume on those amendments printed in 
House Report 111–463 on which further 
proceedings were postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. SHEA- 
PORTER 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire (Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been 
demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 294, noes 109, 
not voting 33, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 207] 

AYES—294 

Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Christensen 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 

Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pierluisi 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ryan (OH) 
Sablan 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 

Wittman 
Wolf 

Woolsey 
Wu 

Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOES—109 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Miller, Gary 
Nunes 
Olson 
Owens 
Paul 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Rehberg 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

NOT VOTING—33 

Barrett (SC) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bordallo 
Boyd 
Brown (SC) 
Faleomavaega 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Kosmas 
Marshall 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Mitchell 
Nadler (NY) 
Neugebauer 
Norton 
Pence 
Price (NC) 
Radanovich 

Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Shuster 
Taylor 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

b 1636 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chair, I was absent 

from the Chamber today, Thursday, April 15, 
2010, due to the travel schedule for my return 
to my district on account of official business. 
Had I been present for the rollcall votes taken 
today in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union on the amendments 
that were offered to H.R. 4715, the Clean Es-
tuaries Act of 2010, I would have voted as fol-
lows: ‘‘aye’’ on the amendment offered by Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER of New Hampshire (rollcall vote 
207). 

The CHAIR. There being no further 
amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WEINER) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Chair of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4715) to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to reauthorize 
the National Estuary Program, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 1248, he reported the bill back 
to the House with sundry amendments 

adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1248, 
the question on adoption of the amend-
ments will be put engros. 

The question is on the amendments. 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. I am. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Jordan of Ohio moves to recommit the 

bill H.R. 4715 to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendments: 

Page 13, strike lines 1 through 3, and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to the Administrator an 
amount as determined under paragraph (3) 
for each of fiscal years 2011 through 2016 for— 

Page 14, line 2, strike the closing quotation 
marks and the final period. 

Page 14, after line 2, insert the following: 
‘‘(3) AMOUNT OF AUTHORIZATION.—In any fis-

cal year following a fiscal year in which 
there is no national deficit, the amount au-
thorized under paragraph (1) shall be 
$50,000,000. In any fiscal year following a fis-
cal year in which there is a national deficit, 
the amount authorized under paragraph (1) 
shall be $35,000,000.’’. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that we dispense with the read-
ing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I object. I only just 
received the amendment. I want to 
read it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion has been heard. 

The Clerk will continue. 
The Clerk continued to read. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Ohio is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a simple motion that every Amer-
ican can understand. It says: Stop the 
out-of-control spending until we bal-
ance the budget and get our fiscal 
house in order. People are worried. 
They are worried about what this Con-
gress is doing to their children’s fu-
tures, and rightly so. 

This year, the Federal Government 
will take in $2.1 trillion but will spend 
$3.6 trillion. Let me say that again. It 
will take in $2.1 trillion and spend $3.6 
trillion. Only in Congress does that 
math make sense. That’s like a family 
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making $50,000 a year but spending 
$80,000. If that were your family, Mr. 
Speaker, making 50 and spending 80, 
you’d do something about it. You’d cut 
back. You’d tighten the belt. You’d 
make responsible decisions. But not 
this Congress. No, not this Congress. 
This Congress is spending like there is 
no tomorrow. 

This year, the Federal Government 
will run a deficit of at least $1.4 tril-
lion. That’s 10 percent of GDP. Any 
economist in the world will tell you 
that deficits shouldn’t be more than 2 
or 3 percent of GDP. 

What are we spending money on 
today? Estuaries. That’s right. Estu-
aries. Most Americans have probably 
never heard of the term. 

With our Nation over $12 trillion in 
debt, borrowing money from China 
every day to pay our bills, taking in 
$2.1 trillion, spending $3.6 trillion, 
record deficits as far as the eye can see, 
not dealing with the energy crisis, not 
dealing with the entitlement crisis, re-
placing freedoms with mandates, re-
placing private-sector growth with 
16,000 new IRS agents, what are we 
spending people’s money on today, on 
Tax Day? We are spending it on estu-
aries, a massive increase in funding for 
estuaries. 

Mr. Speaker, come on. Americans are 
taking to the streets all across the 
country today, Tax Day, dumping tea 
in the harbor and standing up against 
Congress, which is bankrupting their 
country. What are the Democrats offer-
ing them? More spending on estuaries. 

Mr. Speaker, before Congress even 
considers doubling the funding for this 
program or any other nonessential 
spending, we must first balance the 
Federal budget and begin paying down 
some of the money we borrowed from 
China and other countries. Estuaries 
can wait, Mr. Speaker, but fiscal re-
sponsibility cannot. 

All this motion says is to keep the 
spending at what it was last year. After 
all, a lot of families, a lot of taxpayers, 
a lot of small business owners have 
been living on last year’s spending lev-
els, maybe even something less. 

I would ask my colleagues this, Mr. 
Speaker: 

How bad does it have to get before we 
can begin to take that modest first 
step and say maybe estuaries can get 
by on the same amount of money they 
were on last year? That’s all this mo-
tion says. All this motion says is let’s 
just keep them where they were last 
year. 

A ‘‘yes’’ vote on this motion tells the 
people you represent back home, the 
people who are paying their taxes 
today, who elected us and entrusted us 
to protect their hard-earned money: 
Yes, I agree that Congress must set pri-
orities. Yes, I agree that we should 
forgo such increases until the budget is 
balanced. Yes, I respect you, the tax-
payer, enough to say that I can hold 
the line on spending even if it means 
only $35 million for estuaries this year. 

Mr. Speaker, I had a coach in high 
school who was a chemistry and phys-

ics teacher—the toughest teacher in 
the school and the toughest coach in 
the State. Every single day in class, 
every single day in the practice room, 
he would talk about discipline. He had 
a great definition. He said that dis-
cipline is doing what you don’t want to 
do when you don’t want to do it. Basi-
cally, that meant doing it his way 
when you’d rather do it your way. It 
meant doing things the right way when 
you’d rather do them the convenient 
way, the easy way. 

Discipline is the quality we need in 
this Congress today. The easiest thing 
to do in the world is to spend money, 
particularly someone else’s money. 

Really simply, this amendment says: 
Let’s have the discipline to say ‘‘no’’ to 
spending. Let’s have the discipline to 
say let’s do the right thing today. Let’s 
not do the convenient thing. Let’s hold 
the line on spending and treat tax-
payers with a little respect on this day 
of all days. Treat them with a little re-
spect. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I rise in opposition 

to the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I am sorry the gen-
tleman from Ohio doesn’t have an estu-
ary in his district, but his State is a 
Great Lakes State. The Great Lakes, 
as the Nation’s fourth seacoast, des-
ignated by an act of Congress in 1970, 
are also designated in this bill as a 
place of estuaries, of freshwater estu-
aries. 

I am sorry that the gentleman 
doesn’t understand that a great many 
people do understand what an estuary 
is. Three-fourths of our population live 
along areas that are designated as es-
tuaries. Estuaries, the meeting place of 
fresh and salt water—where new forms 
of life are created, where new forms of 
fish and aquatic plants are created— 
are the richest places on Earth for the 
creation of maritime life. Estuaries are 
the common heritage of all Americans. 
There is a national interest in their 
protection and in their enhancement. 

b 1645 

I am quite surprised at this amend-
ment because in committee consider-
ation no issue was raised about the 
funding level. Make no mistake about 
it. The purpose of this amendment is to 
cut $15 million out of the authorization 
level. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I do not have time 
to yield to correct all the gentleman’s 
mistakes. 

In the consideration of the bill, I 
yielded to Mr. PETRI. ‘‘We support H.R. 
4715,’’ said he. He yielded to the rank-
ing member of the Coast Guard Sub-
committee, Mr. LOBIONDO, cosponsor of 
the bill, and he concluded, saying, ‘‘I 
urge all Members to support H.R. 4715, 
and I yield back.’’ 

There was no discussion in com-
mittee. No amendment was filed with 
the Rules Committee to cut the fund-
ing level. The ranking member of our 
committee, Mr. MICA, who designates 
himself proudly as a conservative, is 
supporting this bill. 

This is a jobs bill. 
Go ahead and laugh. Go ahead and 

laugh. It shows you don’t understand 
much, Mr. Speaker, those who are 
laughing. Twenty-eight million jobs 
depend on coastal areas of the United 
States, $185 billion in commercial and 
recreational fishing from estuaries of 
the United States, 2 million jobs at 
stake. Three-fourths of all commercial 
fishing depend on estuaries. Three- 
fourths of the U.S. commercial fish 
catch and 80 percent of the recreational 
fish catch occurs in the estuarine areas 
of the United States, and annual fish 
harvests have declined by $1.5 billion 
every year for the last 20-plus years be-
cause of impaired estuaries. 

This is an investment in America’s 
future. This is an investment in the 
young people of this country for whom 
the gentleman proclaims to propose 
cutting $15 million. This is an invest-
ment. This is not an entitlement. This 
is an authorization to compete with 
other programs for the funding nec-
essary to protect our estuaries, which 
are the beginning places of new life and 
the homes of millions of jobs and new 
forms of life and the future of America. 

Vote down this pernicious motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered; 
and the motion to suspend the rules 
and adopt House Resolution 1242, if or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 192, noes 214, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 208] 

AYES—192 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 

Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 

Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
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Cuellar 
Culberson 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Himes 
Hodes 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 

King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maffei 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Nye 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Peters 
Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOES—214 

Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 

DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMahon 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 

Tanner 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—24 

Barrett (SC) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Boyd 
Brown (SC) 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Kosmas 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Neugebauer 
Pence 
Radanovich 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Slaughter 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

b 1708 

Messrs. RUSH, JOHNSON of Georgia, 
CONYERS, HILL, and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK of Michigan changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mrs. LUMMIS changed her vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 278, nays 
128, not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 209] 

YEAS—278 

Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 

Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 

Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 

LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—128 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barton (TX) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 

Cole 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan (OH) 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Olson 
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Owens 
Paul 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Price (GA) 
Rehberg 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 

Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Turner 
Upton 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wittman 
Wolf 

NOT VOTING—24 

Barrett (SC) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Boyd 
Brown (SC) 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Kosmas 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Neugebauer 
Pence 
Radanovich 
Ruppersberger 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are reminded there 
are less than 2 minutes remaining in 
this vote. 

b 1717 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, due to personal 

reasons, I was unable to attend a vote. Had 
I been present, my vote would have been 
‘‘yea’’ on final passage of H.R. 4715—Clean 
Estuaries Act of 2010. 

f 

CONGRATULATING DUKE UNIVER-
SITY ON WINNING THE NCAA 
BASKETBALL CHAMPIONSHIP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution, H. Res. 1242. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. 
FUDGE) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1242. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SCHAUER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 390, noes 0, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 12, not voting 28, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 210] 

AYES—390 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 

Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 

Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 

Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 

Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 

Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 

Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—12 

Braley (IA) 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Cooper 

Courtney 
DeFazio 
Edwards (MD) 
Kagen 

Kratovil 
Maffei 
Nye 
Oberstar 

NOT VOTING—28 

Barrett (SC) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Blunt 
Boyd 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Grijalva 

Hoekstra 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Kosmas 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Neugebauer 
Pence 
Radanovich 
Rogers (MI) 

Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Welch 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Members are advised there 
are less than 2 minutes remaining in 
this vote. 

b 1725 

Mr. KRATOVIL changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘present.’’ 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 877 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove Ms. 
ESHOO of California as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 877. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 25 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1910 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
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tempore (Mr. JACKSON of Illinois) at 7 
o’clock and 10 minutes p.m. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 15, 2010. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the 
permission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II 
of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
April 15, 2010 at 6:46 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment H.R. 4851. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

LORRAINE C. MILLER, 
Clerk of the House. 

f 

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER-
ATION OF SENATE AMENDMENT 
TO H.R. 4851, CONTINUING EXTEN-
SION ACT OF 2010 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order at 
any time to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (H.R. 4851) to provide a 
temporary extension of certain pro-
grams, and for other purposes, with the 
Senate amendment thereto, and to con-
sider in the House, without interven-
tion of any point of order or question 
of consideration, a motion offered by 
the chair of the Committee on Ways 
and Means or his designee that the 
House concur in the Senate amend-
ment; that the Senate amendment be 
considered as read; that the motion be 
debatable for 1 hour equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means; and that the pre-
vious question be considered as ordered 
on the motion to final adoption with-
out intervening motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONTINUING EXTENSION ACT OF 
2010 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, I call 
up the bill (H.R. 4851) to provide a tem-
porary extension of certain programs, 
and for other purposes, with the Senate 
amendment thereto, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the Senate amend-
ment. 

The text of the Senate amendment is 
as follows: 

Senate amendment: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Continuing Ex-

tension Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSUR-

ANCE PROVISIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Section 4007 of the Sup-

plemental Appropriations Act, 2008 (Public Law 
110–252; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘April 5, 2010’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘June 2, 2010’’; 

(B) in the heading for subsection (b)(2), by 
striking ‘‘APRIL 5, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘JUNE 2, 
2010’’; and 

(C) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 4, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘November 6, 
2010’’. 

(2) Section 2002(e) of the Assistance for Unem-
ployed Workers and Struggling Families Act, as 
contained in Public Law 111–5 (26 U.S.C. 3304 
note; 123 Stat. 438), is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘April 5, 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘June 2, 2010’’; 

(B) in the heading for paragraph (2), by strik-
ing ‘‘APRIL 5, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘JUNE 2, 2010’’; 
and 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘October 5, 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘December 7, 2010’’. 

(3) Section 2005 of the Assistance for Unem-
ployed Workers and Struggling Families Act, as 
contained in Public Law 111–5 (26 U.S.C. 3304 
note; 123 Stat. 444), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘April 5, 2010’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘June 2, 2010’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘September 
4, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘November 6, 2010’’. 

(4) Section 5 of the Unemployment Compensa-
tion Extension Act of 2008 (Public Law 110–449; 
26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended by striking 
‘‘September 4, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘November 6, 
2010’’. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 4004(e)(1) of the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 2008 (Public Law 
110–252; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) the amendments made by section 2(a)(1) 
of the Continuing Extension Act of 2010; and’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect as if included in 
the enactment of the Temporary Extension Act 
of 2010 (Public Law 111–144). 
SEC. 3. EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF PRE-

MIUM ASSISTANCE FOR COBRA BEN-
EFITS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—Sub-
section (a)(3)(A) of section 3001 of division B of 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (Public Law 111–5), as amended by section 
3(a) of the Temporary Extension Act of 2010 
(Public Law 111–144), is amended by striking 
‘‘March 31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’. 

(b) RULES RELATING TO 2010 EXTENSION.— 
Subsection (a) of section 3001 of division B of 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (Public Law 111–5), as amended by section 
3(b) of the Temporary Extension Act of 2010 
(Public Law 111–144), is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(18) RULES RELATED TO APRIL AND MAY 2010 
EXTENSION.—In the case of an individual who, 
with regard to coverage described in paragraph 
(10)(B), experiences a qualifying event related to 
a termination of employment on or after April 1, 
2010 and prior to the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph, rules similar to those in para-
graphs (4)(A) and (7)(C) shall apply with re-
spect to all continuation coverage, including 
State continuation coverage programs.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect as if included in 
the provisions of section 3001 of division B of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009. 
SEC. 4. INCREASE IN THE MEDICARE PHYSICIAN 

PAYMENT UPDATE. 
Paragraph (10) of section 1848(d) of the Social 

Security Act, as added by section 1011(a) of the 

Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2010 
(Public Law 111–118) and as amended by section 
5 of the Temporary Extension Act of 2010 (Pub-
lic Law 111–144), is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘March 
31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘April 1, 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘June 1, 2010’’. 
SEC. 5. EHR CLARIFICATION. 

(a) QUALIFICATION FOR CLINIC-BASED PHYSI-
CIANS.— 

(1) MEDICARE.—Section 1848(o)(1)(C)(ii) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w– 
4(o)(1)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘setting 
(whether inpatient or outpatient)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘inpatient or emergency room setting’’. 

(2) MEDICAID.—Section 1903(t)(3)(D) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(t)(3)(D)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘setting (whether inpatient 
or outpatient)’’ and inserting ‘‘inpatient or 
emergency room setting’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be effective as if included 
in the enactment of the HITECH Act (included 
in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 (Public Law 111–5)). 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services may implement the amend-
ments made by this section by program instruc-
tion or otherwise. 
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF USE OF 2009 POVERTY 

GUIDELINES. 
Section 1012 of the Department of Defense Ap-

propriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111–118), as 
amended by section 7 of the Temporary Exten-
sion Act of 2010 (Public Law 111–144), is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘March 31, 2010’’ and inserting 
‘‘May 31, 2010’’. 
SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF NATIONAL FLOOD INSUR-

ANCE PROGRAM. 
(a) EXTENSION.—Section 129 of the Continuing 

Appropriations Resolution, 2010 (Public Law 
111–68), as amended by section 8 of Public Law 
111–144, is amended by striking ‘‘by sub-
stituting’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘by substituting 
May 31, 2010, for the date specified in each such 
section.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be considered to have 
taken effect on February 28, 2010. 
SEC. 8. COMPENSATION AND RATIFICATION OF 

AUTHORITY RELATED TO LAPSE IN 
HIGHWAY PROGRAMS. 

(a) COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES.—Any Federal employees furloughed as a 
result of the lapse in expenditure authority from 
the Highway Trust Fund after 11:59 p.m. on 
February 28, 2010, through March 2, 2010, shall 
be compensated for the period of that lapse at 
their standard rates of compensation, as deter-
mined under policies established by the Sec-
retary of Transportation. 

(b) RATIFICATION OF ESSENTIAL ACTIONS.—All 
actions taken by Federal employees, contractors, 
and grantees for the purposes of maintaining 
the essential level of Government operations, 
services, and activities to protect life and prop-
erty and to bring about orderly termination of 
Government functions during the lapse in ex-
penditure authority from the Highway Trust 
Fund after 11:59 p.m. on February 28, 2010, 
through March 2, 2010, are hereby ratified and 
approved if otherwise in accord with the provi-
sions of the Continuing Appropriations Resolu-
tion, 2010 (division B of Public Law 111–68). 

(c) FUNDING.—Funds used by the Secretary to 
compensate employees described in subsection 
(a) shall be derived from funds previously au-
thorized out of the Highway Trust Fund and 
made available or limited to the Department of 
Transportation by the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2010 (Public Law 111–117) and shall be 
subject to the obligation limitations established 
in such Act. 

(d) EXPENDITURES FROM HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND.—To permit expenditures from the High-
way Trust Fund to effectuate the purposes of 
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this section, this section shall be deemed to be a 
section of the Continuing Appropriations Reso-
lution, 2010 (division B of Public Law 111–68), as 
in effect on the date of the enactment of the last 
amendment to such Resolution. 
SEC. 9. SATELLITE TELEVISION EXTENSION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 119 OF TITLE 17, 
UNITED STATES CODE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 119 of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)(1)(E), by striking ‘‘April 
30, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’; and 

(B) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘April 30, 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’. 

(2) TERMINATION OF LICENSE.—Section 
1003(a)(2)(A) of Public Law 111–118 is amended 
by striking ‘‘April 30, 2010’’, and inserting ‘‘May 
31, 2010’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 
1934.—Section 325(b) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 325(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘April 30, 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)(C), by striking ‘‘May 1, 
2010’’ each place it appears in clauses (ii) and 
(iii) and inserting ‘‘June 1, 2010’’. 
SEC. 10. EXTENSION OF SMALL BUSINESS LOAN 

GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 
(a) APPROPRIATION.—There is appropriated, 

out of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, $80,000,000, for an additional 
amount for ‘‘Small Business Administration— 
Business Loans Program Account’’, to remain 
available until expended, for the cost of fee re-
ductions and eliminations under section 501 of 
division A of the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 
151) and loan guarantees under section 502 of 
division A of the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 
152), as amended by this section: Provided, That 
such costs shall be as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(b) EXTENSION OF SUNSET DATE.—Section 
502(f) of division A of the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111– 
5; 123 Stat. 153) is amended by striking ‘‘April 
30, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’. 
SEC. 11. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING A 

VALUE ADDED TAX. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Value 

Added Tax is a massive tax increase that will 
cripple families on fixed income and only fur-
ther push back America’s economic recovery and 
the Senate opposes a Value Added Tax. 
SEC. 12. DETERMINATION OF BUDGETARY EF-

FECTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The budgetary effects of this 

Act, for the purpose of complying with the Stat-
utory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement titled 
‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legislation’’ for 
this Act, submitted for printing in the Congres-
sional Record by the Chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, provided that such statement 
has been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION FOR CONGRES-
SIONAL ENFORCEMENT.—This Act, with the ex-
ception of section 4, is designated as an emer-
gency for purposes of pay-as-you-go principles. 
In the Senate, this Act is designated as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of 
S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

(c) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION FOR STATUTORY 
PAYGO.—This Act, with the exception of sec-
tion 4, is designated as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 4(g) of the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010 (Public Law 111–139; 
2 U.S.C. 933(g)). 

MOTION TO CONCUR 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Levin moves that the House concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today, 
the motion shall be debatable for 1 
hour, equally divided and controlled by 
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 

myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, actually, this issue can 
be stated very succinctly, very briefly 
and, I think, very compellingly. We 
now have 61⁄2 million unemployed work-
ers who have been looking for a new 
job for over 6 months. That’s twice the 
numbered of long-term unemployed 
compared to any other time on record 
before this recession. I repeat, twice 
the number of long-term unemployed 
compared to any other time on record 
before this recession. 

Furthermore, under both Democrats 
and Republicans, we have routinely 
considered extended unemployment 
benefits emergency spending, and we’ve 
passed extensions before in this House 
by voice vote. And yet, in the other 
body, Republicans blocked assistance 
to these jobless workers and to their 
families. They claimed their opposition 
was rooted in concern about the def-
icit. 

Well, just briefly saying what that’s 
all about, in the past, those who now 
raise this issue have presided over in-
creases in the deficit, paying for tax 
cuts, paying for the Iraq war, paying 
for other programs, passing them with-
out paying for them at all. 

b 1915 

So, in a word, we should now rise to-
gether and pass this bill. The unem-
ployed people of this country are wait-
ing. Those looking for work when there 
are no jobs available are waiting for ac-
tion by this House. At long last, the 
Senate has acted, and I’m hopeful that 
we’ll be able to reach beyond partisan 
divide, beyond partisan rhetoric and 
pass this bill with a strong, strong bi-
partisan vote. 

The unemployed people of this coun-
try deserve it. They’re looking to this 
House. And those who talk about bal-
ancing budgets who have not balanced 
them in the past should not be now try-
ing to do so on the backs of hundreds of 
thousands of unemployed in our be-
loved country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself so much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support American 
workers and families, and that is why I 
must oppose the legislation before us 
that would heap another $18 billion 
onto the dangerous deficits this Con-
gress has already amassed and that 
American workers will ultimately be 
made to pay for in the coming years. 
On this Tax Day, as an overburdened 
Nation staggering under dangerous 
deficits, we need to send this bill back 
to the drawing board and return with 
legislation that is paid for that will not 
create more debt, that will help create 
more jobs instead of economic uncer-
tainty and, ultimately, more job losses. 

The legislation before us would ex-
tend for another 2 months special Fed-
eral spending programs that today 
allow unemployed workers to collect 
up to 99 weeks of benefits in most 
States. That is nearly 2 years of unem-
ployment checks today which are by 
far an all-time U.S. record. That com-
pares with a total of up to 26 weeks of 
benefits payable in almost all States 
during normal times. 

We all want to help unemployed 
workers who are frustrated by a White 
House who has taken their eye off the 
economic ball. They’re frustrated by 
this Congress that has sought an ex-
treme agenda rather than focusing on 
jobs. But it is impossible to ignore the 
fact that those extra 73 weeks of Fed-
eral benefits paid today, a full 17 
months courtesy of Federal taxpayers, 
come at an enormous price. 

In all, this bill would add $18 billion— 
that is more than the size of the entire 
NASA budget—add that to this year’s 
trillion dollar deficit, including $13 bil-
lion more for the unemployment bene-
fits it would extend. That is on top of 
the approximately $100 billion spent so 
far on these programs; and, if extended 
for the remainder of this year as we ex-
pect, another $50 billion more would be 
added to the national debt. 

None of this has or will be paid for. 
In fact, the Federal unemployment ac-
count has long since been bankrupted; 
yet we continue to spend, and now are 
being bailed out with general revenues. 
And who will bail out general revenues 
when they run out? Taxpayers, through 
more taxes and more general revenues 
the government extracts from them. 

So far in the past year and 2 months 
since the President has been in office, 
taxpayers are paying $2,100 more per 
individual because of $670 billion in 
new tax increases. And if President 
Obama’s budget is approved by the 
Democratic Congress, we will heap al-
most $3 trillion more on American tax-
payers. And what’s sad, again, is that 
we continue to heap debt without any 
opportunity, without any promise that 
is kept to pay for them. 

When our Democrat friends took of-
fice, they promised they would pay for 
the wars, pay for the Iraq and Afghani-
stan wars, but not a dime yet. They 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:35 Jul 08, 2010 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H15AP0.REC H15AP0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
D

5P
82

C
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2617 April 15, 2010 
promised they would balance the budg-
et. Today we see trillion dollar deficits 
as far as the eye can see. They enacted 
PAYGO and said we’re going to pay for 
all new spending, but as this bill today 
shows, they’ve done nothing of that 
and, in fact, have invented extravagant 
loopholes, declared anything an emer-
gency simply as an excuse to continue 
spending. And, of course, they prom-
ised to curb earmarks. In fact, elimi-
nating earmarks could nearly pay for 
this bill, but they’ve not kept that 
promise either. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better than 
this. What unemployed workers really 
want are jobs and paychecks, not al-
most 2 years of unemployment checks 
and more massive debt for our country. 
Unfortunately, jobs are something 
Democrats in this Congress have been 
totally incapable of delivering. 

Instead of creating 3.7 million jobs as 
promised, their stimulus bill was fol-
lowed by 3 million more job losses. In-
stead of holding unemployment under 8 
percent as promised, it soared to near-
ly 10 percent and remains close to that 
today. 

Sixteen million Americans are unem-
ployed, including record numbers for 
over a year. In fact, the White House 
promised, if you passed the stimulus, 90 
percent of the new jobs we create 
would be in the private sector. The op-
posite is true. The private sector has 
lost 3.7 million jobs, but government 
jobs have been created—almost 300,000. 
So the people who are getting these un-
employment benefits are the ones 
whose promises have not been kept by 
this White House and this Democrat 
Congress. 

We need to start over and actually 
start paying for new spending, starting 
with this bill. The only way to do that 
is to defeat this bill and bring it back 
in a paid-for fashion. 

But beyond that, Mr. Speaker, we 
also need to do the things that really 
help create jobs for workers. We can 
start by stopping frightening the job 
creators; businesses who are delaying 
important rehiring decisions, invest-
ment decisions, frightened by all of the 
new taxes proposed in Congress, the 
new health care mandates, the rising 
energy taxes, the talk of new regula-
tions. We have to stop frightening con-
sumers who know that, ultimately, 
they’ll be relied on to pay this terrible 
debt. 

We need to reward innovation and 
small business job creation through 
lower taxes and support for innovation, 
and we need to pursue free trade agree-
ments that find new customers for 
American workers and American com-
panies. That is why, Mr. Speaker, we 
must send this bill back and make it 
paid for, and stop punishing American 
workers and families. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 30 seconds. 
Once again, the party of ‘‘no’’ has 

spoken. Every jobs bill that has come 
before us they have voted ‘‘no.’’ When 
the President came to power, we were 

losing 779,000 jobs a month. The last 
month we gained 162,000 jobs. The peo-
ple of this country deserve more than a 
‘‘no,’’ another ‘‘no’’ from the party of 
‘‘no.’’ 

I now yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from the State of 
Washington who is chairman of the 
subcommittee, Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, my 
good friend from Texas, I couldn’t have 
asked for a better setup man for a 
straight man because, I dare say, there 
are many Members at one time or an-
other who had something to say hypo-
critical either on the floor or on the 
campaign trail. But I don’t ever recall 
the blatant hypocrisy behind the cor-
nerstone of an argument to deny bene-
fits to hundreds of thousands of people 
who have lost their jobs through no 
fault of their own, that is, until the re-
cent debate about extending unemploy-
ment benefits. 

The Senate Republicans, and now my 
House Republican colleagues, have cut 
off unemployment benefits for hun-
dreds of thousands of jobless Ameri-
cans for the last 2 weeks because they 
say they’re upset about the budget def-
icit. Isn’t that something. They claim 
we can’t afford to help the unemployed 
unless the cost of these benefits is off-
set, even though Congress has rou-
tinely considered such benefits to be 
emergency spending which doesn’t re-
quire offsets. 

Maybe my mind is failing, I don’t 
know, but I don’t remember these con-
cerns coming up from our Republican 
colleagues when there was discussion 
about the $1 trillion cost of the wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, not a penny of 
which was offset. President Bush never 
asked for any sacrifice from the Amer-
ican people. He said, We can just go out 
and fight a war and it will be paid for 
sometime when I’m not here. I also 
don’t recall any Republicans expressing 
concern about the nearly $2 billion 
spent on two successive tax cuts that 
went mainly to the wealthy. That is 
why you will have to forgive me if I 
seem a little frustrated that Repub-
licans have miraculously discovered 
fiscal responsibility. I don’t know. 
They must have turned over a rock 
somewhere. 

When they’re talking about unem-
ployment benefits, they suddenly 
worry about paying for it. A measly $18 
billion. President Bush put us $3 tril-
lion in debt, and now they’re worrying 
about $18 billion. They were happy to 
help their President turn the biggest 
surplus in our Nation’s history into the 
biggest deficit in our Nation’s history, 
but now when it comes to help the un-
employed workers and their families, 
Senate Republicans say we just can’t 
afford to do it. So they delayed and ob-
structed the bill for weeks until the 
Senate finally cleared the Republican 
filibuster earlier this evening. 

We’re here tonight to pass that bill 
to provide an extension through May 
for a number of programs that are ex-
piring at the end of the month, includ-

ing Federal unemployment insurance. 
We’re going to take another one of 
these votes in June. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. We will be back 
here on June 1 going through this same 
charade all over again. We will hear 
about the terrible budget deficits. But 
the people who are unemployed and 
can’t buy food to put it on the table, 
they’re not listening to you people. 

The benefits under this bill will be 
retroactive, so unemployed workers 
who were cut off during the last 2 
weeks will receive compensation. That 
is the least we can do for those who 
have lost their job through no fault of 
their own. 

Six weeks from now, as I say, we will 
be back to continue this again. We will 
be pushing for a much longer extension 
of Federal unemployment programs to 
ensure that jobless Americans are not 
continually held hostage every month 
to the Republicans and their hypocrisy. 

I was recently reading an article 
about a man who was laid off. He had 
an MBA. He played by the rules, made 
a good living, but it was taking him 
many months to find work. He said, 
For someone that is unemployed right 
now, you need to turn off the news. It 
will affect the positive attitude you 
need to have. You’ve got to be positive, 
because it’s not easy.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Americans can’t 
stomach this Republican hypocrisy 
anymore. And I sincerely hope that 
when the unemployed go to vote in this 
election, they remember the attitude 
of the Republicans toward them when 
they were in need, because maybe then 
the Republicans will get the message. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I yield myself 
30 seconds. 

I would remind people the Demo-
cratic Congress handed President 
Obama a trillion dollar deficit, eight 
times larger than Republicans when we 
held this Congress. The stimulus bill 
alone was larger than the Iraq and Af-
ghanistan wars. And, unfortunately, 
only 6 percent of Americans feel the 
stimulus has helped create jobs in 
America. What a terrible waste. 

With that, I would yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Today is 
April 15, Tax Day, and across the coun-
try citizens concerned with the direc-
tion our Nation is headed are rallying 
together to send Washington, D.C., a 
message. Though I was unable to join 
the people at these rallies, it is my 
duty to be here in the House of Rep-
resentatives today to share their mes-
sage and to speak and to vote against 
this bill. 

First, this bill is shortsighted be-
cause it increases the deficit by $18 bil-
lion, a cost to be paid for by future 
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generations. This Congress has spent 
and borrowed its way into record defi-
cits. 

Second, the so-called doc fix in this 
bill is an example of Congress avoiding 
real solutions necessary to improve 
health care for Americans. The short- 
term doc fix included in this bill is 
hardly a fix when Kansas hospitals and 
doctors have to endure this wait-and- 
see game every few months while still 
working to care for folks and keep 
their doors open. We need a permanent 
solution to this ongoing problem so 
that doctors can regain a sense of sta-
bility and predictability in their prac-
tices. 

And thirdly, despite its intention, 
this bill does little to address our coun-
try’s persistent high unemployment 
rate. Rather than continuing to spend 
money we do not have, Congress needs 
to pursue a strategy of job creation. 
This legislation is yet another unfortu-
nate example of ‘‘business as usual’’ in 
our Nation’s capital; same old story 
from a Congress that needs to learn its 
lessons from the American people, a 
story told one more time on this Tax 
Day, April 15. 

Mr. LEVIN. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I yield myself 
as much time as I may consume for 
closing remarks. 

b 1930 

Mr. Speaker, if the Democrat stim-
ulus plan had worked as promised, we 
wouldn’t be here tonight. If we had 
really created 3.7 million new jobs, as 
President Obama promised, as this 
Democrat Congress promised, these 
programs would have phased out al-
ready. Instead, we witness another 3 
million Americans sitting home to-
night without a job. 

If the unemployment rate were 7.4 
percent and falling as Democrats prom-
ised, these programs would be phased 
out, and we would be celebrating job 
creation. Instead, unemployment is 
near 10 percent and will remain at that 
level for more than a year. Consider 
that when the other side says we have 
to extend unemployment benefits to re-
duce unemployment, we have to extend 
unemployment to reduce unemploy-
ment. Consider that when the other 
side claims that Vice President BIDEN 
once said we have to spend money to 
keep from going bankrupt. We have to 
raise health care costs to reduce health 
care costs. 

Well, we have done the stimulus and 
spent and spent and spent and added 
trillions of dollars to this dangerous 
American debt. Meanwhile, we are 6 
million jobs short of where Democrats 
promised we would be. It hasn’t 
worked. It’s time to stop the madness. 
It’s time to stop the spending. Defeat 
this bill and bring back legislation that 
will actually create jobs, not add to 
our Nation’s horrible debt. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I close, 

quoting a woman who spoke to my of-

fice today from Eastpointe, Michigan. 
She was laid off from a large account-
ing firm, and she says, ‘‘I was there for 
21⁄2 years. The firm let me go because 
they had some clients who closed shop 
because of the economy the way it is. 
It was nothing I did. I received a raise 
every year I was there. I’ve been unem-
ployed ever since. That was the end of 
May of last year, 2009. 

‘‘Without unemployment, we’d be in 
a lot of trouble. I’d probably lose my 
car.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, holding unemployed 
Americans, hundreds of thousands of 
them, like this woman, hostage to 
score what some think may be political 
points I think is reprehensible. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of Senate Amendment to H.R. 
4851, the Continuing Extension Act, to extend 
a range of programs. 

On March 17, the House passed H.R. 4851, 
emergency legislation that would extend a 
range of programs that unfortunately expired. 
These programs included: unemployment ben-
efits; help with health insurance for the unem-
ployed, COBRA; the highway bill; satellite TV; 
delay in the cut in Medicare physician pay-
ments; flood insurance; and small business 
loan guarantees. We passed this emergency 
legislation in the House, but Republican Sen-
ator JIM BUNNING single-handedly blocked pas-
sage of this emergency measure, despite the 
critical needs of millions of families across the 
United States during this economic downturn. 

As a result, a 2-day shutdown of these pro-
grams that jeopardized unemployment benefits 
for more than 1 million Americans and fur-
loughed thousands of highway and transit 
workers. This bill compensates Transportation 
Department employees who were furloughed 
during the lapse in the Federal highway, high-
way and motor carrier safety, and public tran-
sit programs. Unfortunately, Republican Sen-
ator COBURN has now put a hold on H.R. 
4786, which passed the House by voice vote 
last week, to address this problem for trans-
portation workers. 

The following programs are now being ex-
tended: 

Unemployment Insurance: Extends unem-
ployment benefits, including the increased 
payouts and longer duration of benefits from 
the Recovery Act through May 5. 

Help with Health Insurance for Unemployed 
Workers, COBRA: Extends eligibility for the 
COBRA health insurance 65 percent subsidy 
for people who have lost their jobs through 
April 30. 

Medicare Physician Payments: Extends cur-
rent Medicare payment rates for physicians, 
preventing a 21 percent payment reduction, 
through April 30, 2010. 

Flood Insurance: Extends the National Flood 
Insurance Program authorization through April 
30. 

Satellite Television: Extends the compulsory 
copyright license used by satellite television 
providers through April 30, 2010. 

Compensation for Furloughed Employees: 
Provides compensation for federal employees 
furloughed during March 1 and 2 as the result 
of the lapse in expenditure authority from the 
Highway Trust Fund. 

Medicare Therapy Caps Exceptions: Ex-
tends exceptions process for beneficiary pay-
ment limits on outpatient therapy services 
through April 30, 2010. 

Poverty Guidelines: Extends current provi-
sion maintaining 2009 poverty guidelines 
through April 30, 2010, to prevent a lowering 
of the poverty line due to deflation in 2009. 

This bill is the right thing to do. We still 
need to do more to put jobs in the hands of 
Americans. Unemployment in the Houston- 
Sugar Land-Baytown region climbed to 5.4 
percent in October, according to a recent re-
port from the Texas Workforce Commission. 
There were 152,300 people without jobs dur-
ing the month out of a total civilian labor force 
of about 2.8 million, compared with 144,200 
people, or 5.1 percent, unemployed out of a 
civilian labor force of 2.8 million in September, 
according to the TWC. The unemployment 
rate in October was up from 4 percent a year 
ago. Getting all Americans back to work is, 
and should be our number one priority. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to join my 
colleagues in doing the right thing for the 
American people in these challenging eco-
nomic times. We owe that to the people whom 
we are sent here to serve. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 4851, the ‘‘Continuing Exten-
sion Act of 2010.’’ Earlier today, the Senate 
passed this critically important measure, which 
will provide short term extensions to several 
lapsed programs, including extended unem-
ployment benefits and COBRA health insur-
ance subsidies. The bill also ensures that phy-
sicians who care for Medicare patients will not 
suffer a debilitating cut in their reimbursement 
rates, which could potentially cause them to 
cease providing care. 

We pass these needed and humane exten-
sions tonight to ease the pain being felt by our 
fellow citizens around the country. I sincerely 
hope this is the last time we are forced to cut 
off this social lifeline because of the dilatory 
tactics of Senate Republicans. Food, shelter, 
and health care are too important to be sub-
jected to petty political battles. I encourage all 
my colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Senate amendments to H.R. 4851, the 
Continuing Extension Act of 2010. As its title 
suggests, this bill continues a number of vital 
programs affecting people’s health and eco-
nomic wellbeing. It deserves strong bipartisan 
support. I’d like to highlight several key com-
ponents. 

On the economic front, the legislation will 
ensure that hundreds of thousands of workers 
can maintain their unemployment benefits by 
extending and fully funding both the Emer-
gency Unemployment Compensation and Ex-
tended Benefits programs for an additional 2 
months. It also continues the $25 per week 
supplementary payment for all unemployment 
recipients. 

With regard to health care, this legislation 
will continue the temporary COBRA premium 
assistance program through May 31 of this 
year. This program was created in the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act and pro-
vides a 65 percent COBRA premium subsidy 
for workers who have been involuntarily termi-
nated. The subsidy is available for up to 15 
months. This program has allowed workers 
who’ve lost their jobs during the recession to 
maintain their families’ health insurance as 
they search for new employment. It is an im-
portant program and I am pleased to support 
this extension. I also look forward to pursuing 
legislation to extend this program through the 
end of the year. 
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The bill also protects Medicare for our sen-

ior citizens and people with disabilities by fore-
stalling a 21 percent payment cut to Medicare 
physicians. Passage of this bill provides a re-
prieve until the end of May, but isn’t a long 
term solution. 

With regard to Medicare physician pay-
ments, the House passed legislation late last 
year that would have permanently solved our 
ongoing dilemma with the sustainable growth 
rate, SGR, physician payment formula in 
Medicare. Our legislation, H.R. 3961, would 
have created a new formula that emphasized 
primary care and encouraged physicians to 
join together in accountable care organizations 
to provide more efficient higher quality care. 

I am committed to continuing to work with 
my colleagues in Congress, the Administra-
tion, and the physician community to eliminate 
the SGR and move to a revised payment for-
mula that ensures that physicians are fairly 
compensated and enhances quality and effi-
ciency in Medicare. 

These programs are too important to let a 
few Republican Senators hold them hostage 
month by month. I urge my colleagues to vote 
yes to extend these vital programs now and to 
work with us on a bipartisan basis for longer 
term solution on them all. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
this bill, despite its obvious shortcomings. 

On March 17, the House approved the prior 
version of this bill, which would have extended 
Federal unemployment, COBRA and related 
benefits, plus the Medicare ‘‘doc fix,’’ through 
the month of April. 

Everyone in this town knew those benefits 
and programs were poised to expire at the 
end of March if Congress failed to act. But be-
cause Senate Democrats refused to pay for a 
1 month extension and House Democrats re-
fused to pay for even a 1 week extension, 
hundreds of thousands have missed an unem-
ployment benefit payment, among other pain-
ful effects. 

Now that the Senate has finally acted, we 
are considering a bill to extend these pro-
grams, yet again. Only this time, the extension 
is not just for 1 month, but 2. Predictably, this 
will add twice as much to the already massive 
deficit—$18 billion instead of $9 billion. 

Unfortunately, efforts in the Senate to add 
offsets, so that these important provisions do 
not add to the deficit, were defeated. And, dis-
appointingly, as it has continued to do in re-
cent months, the House is debating this bill 
today under procedures which do not even 
allow us to offer a paid-for alternative. 

In the past, I have consistently voted for 
bills extending unemployment benefits. I will 
reluctantly vote for this bill today, because vot-
ing yes is the only way to continue these im-
portant benefits for laid off workers in my 
State, where the unemployment rate is a stag-
gering 14 percent. 

Simply put, we should not punish those 
workers for the failure of the Congress to find 
a way to pay for the extension of these bene-
fits. Similarly, we shouldn’t punish seniors, 
who risk losing access to doctors if we don’t 
reverse the 21 percent cut in the physician fee 
schedule that took effect at the start of this 
month. We all knew this cut was coming, yet 
for the second time in as many months, the 
Democrats’ failure to act allowed this cut to go 
into place. 

But everyone should know this bill is far re-
moved from what we really should be doing. 

What we should really be doing is paying for 
the new spending we approved, instead of 
simply adding it onto our already overcharged 
national credit card. 

In the longer run, we all know that unem-
ployed workers and their families need some-
thing more than another round of extended 
unemployment benefits. Most of all they need 
jobs. And jobs are something this majority has 
been totally incapable of producing. 

A little over a year ago, Democrats prom-
ised their trillion-dollar stimulus plan would 
create 3.7 million jobs. Yet that bill was fol-
lowed by 3 million more job losses. Unemploy-
ment rose to 10 percent instead of the 8 per-
cent peak the other side promised. And now 
16 million Americans are unemployed, with 
millions out of work for over a year, both all- 
time records. 

They deserve our help, but they also de-
serve a job and a country not sinking ever 
deeper into debt. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people are gen-
erous. And they know that these continued un-
employment benefits—especially in areas of 
the country where jobs are scarce—are impor-
tant. But they also deserve a Congress that 
acts responsibly. 

It is too late to add offsets to this bill, and 
I am not prepared to vote against it for that 
shortcoming, since it would further hurt many 
who are most in need of our help. But the next 
time we deal with this issue, Members need to 
have a real choice so that we can help work-
ers without hurting future taxpayers by driving 
up the debt by tens of billions of dollars. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the motion by the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 289, noes 112, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 211] 

AYES—289 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 

Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Cao 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 

Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 

Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOES—112 

Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 

Cooper 
Culberson 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 

Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McKeon 
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McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Price (GA) 
Rehberg 

Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Simpson 

Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 

NOT VOTING—29 

Barrett (SC) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Boehner 
Boyd 
Brown (SC) 
Capito 
Edwards (MD) 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Hoekstra 

Jackson Lee 
(TX) 

Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Luetkemeyer 
McCotter 
Meek (FL) 
Miller (FL) 
Neugebauer 
Pence 
Radanovich 

Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Speier 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Young (AK) 

b 2008 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida changed his 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 1 
p.m. tomorrow, and further, that when 
the House adjourns on that day, it ad-
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 
April 20, 2010, for morning-hour debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE 
PHILADELPHIA DAILY NEWS 

(Ms. SCHWARTZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, today, 
it is my unique honor to congratulate 
Barbara Laker and Wendy Ruderman 
from the Philadelphia Daily News, win-
ners of the prestigious 2010 Pulitzer 
Prize for investigative reporting. Their 
resourceful reporting exposed a rogue 
police narcotics squad, resulting in an 
FBI probe and in the review of hun-
dreds of criminal cases tainted by the 
scandal. 

Their investigative reporting series 
in the Philadelphia Daily News exposed 
allegations that a narcotics cop and his 
informant fabricated evidence so that 
the police could obtain warrants to 
enter homes and to make arrests. The 
series led to appropriate actions that 
better ensure the integrity and con-
fidence that our law enforcement offi-
cers deserve. 

Ms. Laker and Ms. Ruderman rep-
resent the finest tradition in the pro-
fession of journalism. Their commit-
ment to journalistic principles, includ-
ing the fulfillment of the role the press 

can play in exposing serious public 
failings, has earned them this pres-
tigious prize and the accompanying 
well-deserved recognition. 

Ms. Laker and Ms. Ruderman have 
brought excellence to the Philadelphia 
Daily News and to the Greater Phila-
delphia area. I congratulate them on 
their achievement and on the recogni-
tion they have received for their jour-
nalistic excellence. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF FALLEN ARMY RANGER COR-
PORAL MICHAEL JANKIEWICZ 

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today in honor 
of Corporal Michael Jankiewicz, a re-
cently fallen Army Ranger. Only 23 
years old, this young man was killed in 
Afghanistan on April 9 when his Osprey 
helicopter crashed in Zabul province, 
just about 200 miles southwest of 
Kabul. 

Michael grew up in my district. After 
graduating from Ramsey High School 
in 2006, he pursued his childhood dream 
and enlisted in the U.S. Army. You 
know, his father recalled that, even at 
3 years old, Michael was talking about 
becoming a U.S. soldier. While pur-
suing his dream, he became a true 
hero, serving two tours in Iraq and two 
additional tours in Afghanistan with 
the 75th Ranger Regiment stationed 
out of Fort Benning, Georgia. 

As an active Army Ranger, he saw 
some of the most dangerous action, but 
when Michael talked about his service 
to his family, his father says he would 
typically just say, ‘‘I just can’t wait to 
get back to my platoon.’’ 

This young corporal was part of our 
Nation’s premier light infantry force. 
Every day that he wore his uniform, he 
dedicated his best to this great coun-
try. He was among some of the best 
soldiers in the world because of the 
careful screening process and arduous 
training the Rangers must endure. 

Michael is survived by his mother, 
Serena; by his father and stepmother, 
Anthony and Carmen; by his grand-
father, Abraham Friedman; by his sis-
ter, Michelle; by his stepsister, Noemi 
Cagley; and by his stepbrother, Hector 
Emmanuelli. 

His dedication to his country and to 
his fellow soldiers represents his tre-
mendous sense of loyalty and selfless-
ness. Corporal Michael Jankiewicz is a 
true American hero. His country will 
never forget him. He will never be for-
gotten by his friends, by his family, or 
by this country for whom he fought. 

f 

b 2015 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
TITUS). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 2009, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol-

lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ALTMIRE) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ALTMIRE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ARIZONA IMMIGRATION BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss the consequences of 
our failure to pass comprehensive im-
migration reform. 

On Tuesday, lawmakers in Arizona 
passed new immigration enforcement 
legislation that allows local law en-
forcement officials to single out un-
documented immigrants based solely 
upon a ‘‘reasonable belief’’ that they 
are undocumented and imprison them 
for up to 6 months. This bill will sig-
nificantly undermine the efforts of 
many law enforcement agencies to-
wards curbing racial profiling by police 
throughout the country and will in-
crease crime by taking cops off their 
beats fighting crime and instead using 
them to enforce Federal immigration 
laws. 

Arizona would force untrained State 
police officers to take the role of Fed-
eral immigration agents and somehow 
make the determination of whether the 
person is documented or not based 
upon their subjective belief or observa-
tions. It effectively mandates local po-
lice to engage in racial profiling and 
discrimination. This law would man-
date the arrest of a person who can’t 
present documentation of legal status. 
We can imagine all sorts of abuses and 
unnecessary harassment that will re-
sult from such an ill-conceived law. 
When one goes to the grocery store or 
takes one’s kids to school, do we take 
a passport with us? I know I don’t. 

The true culprit here, sadly, is the 
United States Congress, not Arizona. 
Because we have refused to take ac-
tion, States are being pressured on all 
sides to act. States have haphazardly 
passed a patchwork of laws in an at-
tempt to deal with the pressing issue of 
immigration. These local laws have un-
intended consequences which often 
lead to disastrous results, as we will 
surely see in Arizona. 

The Arizona law is a symptom of our 
broken immigration system, and only 
Congress can truly solve the crisis. Im-
migration is fundamentally a Federal 
issue, and yet we here in Congress con-
tinue to fail in meeting our responsi-
bility that’s allocated to this body and 
the Federal Government. Until we can 
pass comprehensive immigration re-
form, these misguided local laws will 
continue to be passed in vain attempts 
to address the issue at a local level, 
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and we will continue to suffer from the 
unintended consequences and abuses 
that they foster. 

Yes, Arizona will suffer because of 
this law. How can we expect to recover 
from our recession if we chase away 
our workers, shrink our tax base, and 
scare honest, hardworking American 
families? Blanket discrimination and 
persecution is not the way to solve the 
immigration or economic crisis. 

In order to prevent more States from 
following in Arizona’s footsteps, I en-
courage my colleagues in Congress to 
act immediately to pass comprehensive 
immigration reform. 

f 

NO JUSTICE FOR LINDSAY 
BRASHIER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
Evelyn Mezzich is 32 years of age. She 
has a husband, a 2-year-old son, and she 
has a college degree she earned in the 
United States. 

Evelyn Mezzich is also a charged kill-
er and an absconder from the law. In a 
gross miscarriage of justice, she has 
been allowed to live out her luxurious 
life in her native country of Peru. She 
has never had to face the justice sys-
tem for her crimes in the United 
States. She didn’t have to face the con-
sequences of her reckless conduct while 
living in America. 

You see, in 1996, Evelyn Mezzich was 
driving drunk in Texas. She fell asleep 
at the wheel and had a head-on colli-
sion with a telephone poll. Mezzich had 
minor injuries, but in the collision she 
killed her 18-year-old roommate, Lind-
say Brashier, and permanently para-
lyzed a third passenger. 

Mezzich was indicted for intoxication 
manslaughter in Texas. What that 
means is she was charged with a felony 
of drinking, driving, and killing some-
body. 

After posting bail, she and her par-
ents snuck out of town, and they head-
ed back to their home country of Peru. 
Mezzich continues to live an 
unapologetic lifestyle in Peru without 
remorse or without reform. A few years 
ago, she put up a MySpace page on the 
Internet. She posted pictures of herself 
drinking and partying with friends. 
She had a wild bachelorette party, also 
drinking and partying with her 
girlfriends, complete with a male strip-
per. She listed her favorite song as 
Nelly Furtado’s ‘‘Promiscuous Girl.’’ 

Here’s a photograph that she placed 
on the Internet with some of her 
friends; and, of course, she is the one 
with the drink, partying, having a good 
time, all the while escaping justice in 
Texas for the crime that she had com-
mitted. She actually listed on her 
MySpace page that drinking and 
partying with friends was one of her fa-
vorite activities. She listed her motto: 
‘‘Life’s too short; so live it up.’’ Obvi-
ously, she has not changed her attitude 
or lifestyle. 

Madam Speaker, Evelyn Mezzich 
knows better than anyone how short 
life is. She is responsible for tragically 
cutting short the life of another per-
son, Lindsay Brashier, an 18-year-old 
honor student who was just beginning 
in the prime of her life. 

This is a photograph of Lindsay 
taken shortly before the homicide in 
Texas. She wanted to be a surgeon; 
and, thanks to Evelyn, Lindsay never 
had that chance. 

After Evelyn Mezzich jumped bail in 
Texas, a warrant was issued for her ar-
rest. In 2001, the FBI found Mezzich, 
who was, ironically, having a good 
time on her honeymoon. But a bizarre 
loophole in the U.S. and Peruvian ex-
tradition laws meant that Mezzich 
would remain free. Since 2001, that 
loophole has been fixed, but Mezzich’s 
not about to come back to America to 
stand trial. She’s having too much fun 
in Peru. 

Madam Speaker, it’s time for Evelyn 
Mezzich to be brought back to Texas 
and to stand trial for the homicide of 
this person, Lindsay Brashier, a homi-
cide that occurred 14 years ago. But 
Peru refuses to allow the criminal to 
be extradited. You see, it seems that 
Evelyn Mezzich’s father is a big shot in 
Peru and apparently is using his influ-
ence to keep his drunk little girl from 
facing the music in the United States. 
It’s a flagrant disregard for the provi-
sions of the extradition treaty between 
Peru and our country. Daddy’s reputa-
tion as a prominent doctor appears to 
be shielding his daughter from crimi-
nal extradition for homicide. 

This intolerable behavior by the Pe-
ruvian Government is nonsense. By al-
lowing Evelyn Mezzich to live in com-
fort and security, they are committing 
a grave injustice against the family of 
Lindsay Brashier and against Lindsay’s 
memory. 

During this month and during next 
week, we honor crime victims like 
Lindsay. Lindsay’s mother, Marilyn 
Datz, has dedicated these past 14 years 
to get justice for her daughter; yet no 
justice has occurred. 

So I urge the Department of Justice 
and the State Department to press 
Peru to overturn Peru’s refusal to ex-
tradite and bring Evelyn Mezzich back 
to Texas to face the music. Let a jury 
decide what to do with this fugitive 
from justice. Because, Madam Speaker, 
justice is what we do in the United 
States, and it’s about time there was 
some justice for Lindsay Brashier. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

IRAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, it’s the end of the week. An-
other week has gone by, and the Middle 
East continues to be a tinderbox wait-
ing to explode. Abraham Lincoln said, 
‘‘Let the people know the facts and the 
country will be saved.’’ And one of the 
things that bothers me is it’s hard for 
us to get the facts sometimes. 

The President of the United States, 
Mr. Obama, this week had a summit 
that was supposed to deal with nuclear 
proliferation. And they had leaders 
from all over the world there, and they 
were talking about how to stop the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons from 
getting into countries that may cause 
a problem and weapons that might get 
into terrorists’ hands that could de-
stroy an awful lot of the human race. 

But he didn’t talk about Iran. It al-
most never happens anymore. He 
doesn’t talk about Iran. They say that 
there are going to be sanctions put on 
Iran that’s going to stop them from de-
veloping their nuclear weapons pro-
gram, but the sanctions never take 
place. We have been talking about 
sanctions, I know, now for at least 5 or 
6 years, and Iran just keeps thumbing 
their nose at the rest of the world, the 
United Nations, the United States, and 
everybody, and they continue to build 
a nuclear weapons program. They say 
they’re not, but they are, and I think 
everybody in the world knows it. 

Now, this week, the head of the Ira-
nian Nuclear Commission—I think 
that’s the title he has—said that the 
Bushehr nuclear power plant will be 
operational in just a couple of months, 
the production of nuclear fissionable 
material within a couple of months. 
And our military leaders say that Iran 
could have a nuclear weapon in as lit-
tle as 1 year, and some people say a lot 
quicker than that. Yet instead of doing 
something about it, we continue to fool 
around talking about putting sanctions 
on them week after week, month after 
month, year after year, and they con-
tinue to build a nuclear weapons pro-
gram. 

And when the head of Israel comes 
here, Mr. Netanyahu, the Prime Min-
ister. The President gives him the cold 
shoulder and starts telling him if he 
doesn’t do certain things that we’re not 
going to be supporting them, as we 
should be. And I think that’s terrible. 
Our only real strong ally in the Middle 
East that has been with us through 
thick and thin is Israel, and we should 
be supporting them right now and 
doing everything we can to keep the 
Middle East from going up in smoke. 
Because if Iran gets a nuclear weapon, 
there’s no question in my mind that 
they’ll use it if they get an oppor-
tunity. Because Mr. Ahmadinejad, the 
President of Iran, continues to say he 
wants, as his number one objective, to 
wipe Israel off the face of the Earth. 
And I can tell you right now if I know 
Bibi Netanyahu, and I think I do, he’s 
not going to let that happen. So be-
cause we are fooling around, we are 
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still dealing with the possibility of a 
major conflagration over there. 

Now, how does that affect the Middle 
East? Well, Israel is in jeopardy, but if 
Iran gets nuclear weapons and we don’t 
do something about it and Israel 
doesn’t, then all those countries 
around there are going to be intimi-
dated, and they are all going to start 
moving toward radical Islam. That’s 
my view, anyhow. And that is some-
thing we can’t allow to happen. We 
can’t allow that whole area to go down 
that road. 

But in addition to that, we get about 
30 percent or 40 percent of our energy 
from the Middle East, and if that hap-
pens, we are going to have trouble get-
ting the oil that we need to keep our 
lights on, to keep the gasoline in our 
cars, and all the other things that we 
do with energy. 

So I would just like to say that, in-
stead of holding these conferences, if I 
were talking to him, Mr. President, 
and I know I can’t, but if I were, I 
would say quit fooling around. Get 
with the program. Let Ahmadinejad 
and the Iranians know that we are not 
going to stand by and let them become 
a nuclear power with nuclear weapons. 
Because if they do, if they continue 
down that path, we along with Israel 
will do whatever is necessary to stop 
them. 

They need to know that. As long as 
they know we’re just talking and push-
ing papers around and talking about 
sanctions, they are not going to stop. 
They are only going to stop when they 
know we mean business. And, Mr. 
President, you are sure not giving 
them the right signal, in my opinion. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. FOXX addressed the House. Her 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ROHRABACHER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

b 2030 

HONORING THE LIFE OF RICHARD 
J. MORGAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Speaker, on September 11, 2001, 
almost 3,000 individuals were victims of 
the most devastating act of terror in 
our Nation’s history. First responders 
and civilians, mothers and fathers, hus-
band and wives, friends and neighbors, 
the terrorists acted with impunity to-
ward their victims, and our Nation still 
mourns this tragic loss. 

This evening I’d like to specifically 
remember one of those victims, and 
that is Richard J. Morgan. Morgan, or 
Dick as he was known to his friends, 
was many things to many people. He 
was an adoring husband to his wife, Pa-
tricia, a beloved father to his four chil-
dren, a proud grandfather to his seven 
grandchildren, and a respected col-
league to all that he worked with, and 
also a cherished friend to those who 
were fortunate enough to ever have 
known him. 

Dick graduated with a degree in civil 
engineering from Manhattan College 
and an MBA from New York Univer-
sity, and he would go on to serve his 
Nation in the National Guard. 

Then in 1967, he and Patricia settled 
down in the little town of Glen Rock, 
New Jersey, where they became active 
participants in their community and a 
local church as well. 

For 41 years, Dick worked with Con 
Edison, being promoted all the way 
from being a splicer to serving as vice 
president of emergency management. 

It was in that capacity that Dick raced 
to the World Trade Center on that fate-
ful Tuesday morning. And like so many 
other brave first responders, Dick re-
sponded to the call of duty. He ran into 
the smoke and the fire but, sadly, he 
was lost when the North Tower col-
lapsed at 10:28 a.m. At the time of his 
death, Dick was coordinating the emer-
gency response, along with the Fire De-
partment of New York with their chief 
of department. Today, quite fittingly, 
Dick is the only civilian memorialized 
with the Fire Department of New York 
Randall’s Island Training Facility for 
having given his life in the line of duty 
on September 11, 2001. 

Recently, I became aware that Dick 
had not been nominated for the 9/11 He-
roes Medal of Valor and, as a result, 
had been incorrectly classified as sim-
ply a visitor on the National Sep-
tember 11 Memorial, instead of a first 
responder classification that he de-
served. So over the past few months 
my staff has worked with the Depart-
ment of Justice to ensure that this he-
roic first responder was properly me-
morialized. And last month I was 
happy to hear that the family has been 
assured that their request has now 
been granted. And I am thankful to the 
Department of Justice, to my col-
leagues from New York, and the many 
others who assisted in swiftly recti-
fying this oversight. 

Proper recognition for our fallen he-
roes is but a small token of gratitude 
when compared with the enormous sac-
rifice. Whether at the World Trade 
Center, on the battlefield, or in the 
communities, our soldiers and first re-
sponders, they all take a great risk to 
keep us safe, and they sometimes pay 
the tremendous sacrifice. 

And what can we here do in return? 
Well, we can remember their service. 
We can live worthy of their sacrifice 
and take every single opportunity to 
thank them and the ones that they 
leave behind. 

On behalf of a grateful Nation, I ex-
press my sincere gratitude to Dick 
Morgan and pledge to his family that 
his example will not be forgotten. Dick 
will always be remembered as a man 
who epitomized valor, cherished oppor-
tunity to serve, and actively made his 
community a better place. He earned 
the respect of so many through his 
hard work, through his commitment 
and a genuine interest in the lives and 
the fates of others. 

So I am proud to represent Dick’s 
family here in Congress, and our entire 
Nation can be proud of the sacrifice of 
this American hero. 

f 

THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, I’ll 
claim the time for the Progressive Cau-
cus tonight. I have some boards that 
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are going to assist me in the presen-
tation, so we’ll just take a very brief 
moment to get set up here. 

Madam Speaker, my name is KEITH 
ELLISON, and I am here yet again on be-
half of the Progressive Caucus to talk 
about a progressive message, a progres-
sive message, the idea of which, Madam 
Speaker, is to help convey to the 
American people that there is a body of 
Members of this United States Con-
gress who care about making America 
fairer, more inclusive, greater respect 
for due process of law, promoting peace 
around the world. There is a Progres-
sive Caucus in the United States Con-
gress. Many Members are a part of it, 
over 80; and we are advocating policies 
that would make America at peace 
with its neighbors, promoting peace 
around the world, being a force for 
bringing nations together. 

We here are talking about immigra-
tion reform. And I’m joined today by 
one of our very best speakers and a 
freshman leader here in the Congress 
who has distinguished himself very 
early on in many areas, Mr. JARED 
POLIS, who I’m going to yield to in just 
a moment. 

But tonight, Madam Speaker, we’re 
going to be talking about taxes because 
today is tax day. We’re going to be 
talking about taxes from a progressive 
point of view. The point is that the 
United States Congress has been doing 
some tax cutting on behalf of the 
American people—but not from the 
perspective of the people who’ve been 
most blessed among us—from the per-
spective of the hardworking folks who 
have to put it down every day to make 
it; those folks who can use a small tax 
cut to make sure that they can meet 
their needs, groceries, things they need 
around the house. 

As a matter of fact, Madam Speaker, 
you pay fewer taxes under President 
Obama than under President Bush. 
This may not apply to the most 
wealthy Americans, but it applies to 
the vast majority of Americans. And so 
it’s in this spirit today that we’re 
going to be talking about a progressive 
message as we discuss progressive tax-
ation, which are the dues that we pay 
in a civilized society to make our soci-
ety function properly. 

And so I’d just like to yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado, Mr. JARED 
POLIS, who’s joined me tonight. I yield 
to the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. POLIS. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. And people 
know, taxes are relative to one’s in-
come. I’ve heard from many people, 
and of course in this recession people 
are hurting across the board from the 
wealthy to the poor. And I think even 
those who pay the highest rate of tax, 
many of them would say, you know, I 
would gladly pay the tax rate we had in 
the Clinton administration if I had the 
income that we had through the nine-
ties. 

What you pay is relative to how 
much you earn. Currently, the highest 
marginal rate at 35 percent, with the 

expiration of the Bush tax cuts will re-
turn to 39.6 percent. That’s the same 
rate it was when people were doing 
very well during the boom years. 

Taxes are the investment. They’re 
the price that we pay for the freedoms 
that we enjoy in our country. They’re 
what fund our public projects and, yes, 
worthy and unworthy. I, as a taxpayer, 
wasn’t happy that my taxes were going 
to fund the Iraq war, and continue to. 
But that’s what our representative sys-
tem is all about. 

And I know there’s many Americans 
out there today who weren’t happy 
that their taxes might go to help pro-
vide health care for those who can’t af-
ford it. But the fact is, it’s the price we 
pay for the freedoms that we enjoy as 
Americans, and we enjoy more free-
doms as Americans than people any-
where else in the world. 

The noble experiment that was begun 
by our Founding Fathers over two cen-
turies ago has evolved over the years 
and become something that every one 
of them would be proud of having given 
birth to. 

We invest in many public projects. 
You know, in the nature of a democ-
racy, each and every citizen, in fact, 
each and every Member of Congress is 
not likely to agree with every item 
that’s spent. I know I don’t. I voted 
‘‘no’’ on some. I know my colleague 
from Minnesota voted ‘‘no’’ on some. 
Our colleagues and friends on the other 
side of the aisle voted against some of 
those. But this is a representative de-
mocracy. 

We here in Congress, each serving 
and being elected by our constituents, 
are doing our best to allocate those 
dollars in a way to provide for the com-
mon good, the very concept that is con-
ceptualized so effectively in our found-
ing documents. That’s what we do 
every day. 

And this being tax time, everybody is 
reminded of how much they have to 
pay. And I think it’s also important for 
us to remind them how much they get, 
the fact that people all over the world 
would risk dying, going across the 
desert to try to live in our country, 
what America stands for, globally, in 
terms of freedom, of unprecedented lev-
els of prosperity that our middle-class 
families enjoy. That’s what the Amer-
ican Dream is all about. That’s what 
our country is all about. 

And, no, it’s not just the government 
that establishes this dream. But what 
it is is it’s the rule of law, and it’s a 
government formed among men gov-
erning by the consent of the governed 
to provide for the common good. We 
won’t always get it right. But that’s 
the investment that we’re making 
when we pay taxes. 

And even though I opposed the Iraq 
war and didn’t like to see my tax dol-
lars go there, even though I continue 
to oppose the escalation of troops in 
Afghanistan, and don’t want to see my 
tax dollars going there, I know that 
the investment I make in paying my 
taxes is one that I can be proud of as an 

American. Knowing that it goes 
through title I to serve schools across 
our country that serve at-risk youth; 
knowing that it goes to help make 
health care more affordable for Amer-
ican families; knowing that it goes to 
help so that people who are unem-
ployed don’t lose their homes, can still 
put food on the table for their families; 
to know that our seniors have health 
care; to know that our young people 
have health care, and we’re making it 
more accessible for people in the mid-
dle; to know that we’re funding our 
roads, our bridges, our infrastructure, 
our arteries of commerce that empower 
the private sector to produce the pros-
perity that has made America unique— 
that’s what it means to pay taxes. 

That’s why every year, in April, when 
I pay mine, I feel that same lump in 
my throat and in my belly as every 
American; but I know, deep inside, that 
I would not trade it for anything else. 
And I am proud that I have this oppor-
tunity to be able to contribute to this 
greatest of the great countries and help 
America continue to be a beacon unto 
the nations and a light for future gen-
erations. 

I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding back. I got a little 
misty there. Listening to the gen-
tleman from Colorado, I think he just 
made an excellent statement about the 
importance of paying taxes in our soci-
ety. 

None of us wants to fork it over on 
tax day. We all kind of do it feeling 
like, gee whiz, I wish I could keep this 
dough. But the fact of the matter is 
that if you like great roads, if you 
want EMS service, if you want the 
United States military to protect the 
borders of this country, if you want po-
lice, if you want fire, if you want pub-
lic schools, if you want Head Start, if 
you want Medicare, if you want 
TRICARE, if you want Social Security, 
if you want things like bridges and in-
frastructure and many other important 
public services, taxes are what we have 
to pay. 

Now, I agree with the gentleman. 
You know, there are things that my 
tax dollars go to that I wish they didn’t 
go to. But you know what? The fact is 
that we live in a representative democ-
racy, and that’s just the way it is. 
That’s why we get out and we engage 
in the public debate to argue how and 
where our tax dollars are allocated. 
But never forget, not even for a mo-
ment, that taxes are the dues that we 
pay to live in a civilized society. 

The fact is, though, that Democrats 
have been, and progressives have been, 
pretty good at cutting taxes for Ameri-
cans. The fact is, here’s a quote from 
somebody who was an adviser to Ron-
ald Reagan. And I know my friends in 
the Republican Caucus love to brag 
about Ronald Reagan. 

Here’s what this gentleman, Mr. 
Bruce Bartlett, had to say about this 
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issue: Federal taxes are very consider-
ably lower by every measure since 
Obama became President. 

Now, you would think the way they 
bang on President Obama that he’s just 
a tax-and-spend liberal. That’s what 
they like to tell you, but it’s not true. 

The fact is, taxes targeted to work-
ing-class people can help stimulate the 
economy. What we’re opposed to from 
the Progressive Caucus is giving tax 
cuts to the wealthiest Americans, 
which create deficits which all the rest 
of us have to bear. 

But the Obama administration and 
the Democratic Caucus in Congress 
have helped to lower the burden on 
Americans so that Americans can take 
care and pay for the things that they 
need. 

As I said before, here’s an important 
board I’d like to draw folks’ attention 
to. You pay fewer taxes under Presi-
dent Obama than under President 
Bush. Note, this may not apply to the 
wealthiest Americans. But if you’re 
working hard every day, if you’re put-
ting it down every day, if you’re work-
ing hard for a living and you’re part of 
the great middle class, you pay lower 
taxes than under George W. Bush, and 
that is an important thing to bear in 
mind. 

Every congressional Republican 
voted against a tax cut for 95 percent 
of America. Let me say it one more 
time: every congressional Republican 
voted against a tax cut for 95 percent 
of American families. So we’re not 
talking about who’s for tax cuts and 
who’s against them. We’re talking 
about who’s for tax cuts for the middle 
class people and who’s for tax cuts for 
the wealthiest Americans. 

I just want to be clear: I have friends 
who have been very blessed and have 
economic wealth, and I think that’s 
just fine. I’m not against that at all. 
But I do say that to whom much is 
given, much is expected. And that goes 
to taxes as well. And so I’m not in 
favor of cutting the taxes of the 
wealthiest Americans. I’m in favor of 
cutting the taxes of Americans who are 
struggling hard every day to put food 
on the table for their family. That’s 
who I think needs the tax cut. And I’m 
going to just tell you one more thing 
about that. 

b 2045 

When very, very, very, very well-to- 
do people get a tax cut, they don’t need 
the money. It can sit up in an account 
somewhere. But when working-class 
people get a tax cut, working-class peo-
ple put that money back into the econ-
omy. And that means that if they’re 
using their little tax cut to go out and 
purchase an item that they need to 
help their family—whether it’s elec-
tronic goods or whether it’s a new 
washing machine, whatever it is— 
they’re putting that money into the 
economy. 

Let’s say they build a new washing 
machine. Then somebody at some local 
retailer who sells washing machines is 

going to make a sale. And if that sale 
is made, then they’re going to have 
revenue for their retail outlet, which 
means they’re going to be able to keep 
my nephew and yours on the payroll at 
that particular retail outlet. And then 
the manufacturer may be able to stay 
in business as well. 

So the fact is that when working peo-
ple get a tax cut, it actually has a 
stimulative effect for the economy; 
whereas, if the very well-to-do get a 
tax cut, like the Republicans like to 
do, that really doesn’t help the econ-
omy very much because the very defi-
nition of being rich is you don’t need 
the money. So you might spend it and 
you may not. Who knows. But working- 
class people use those tax cuts. 

And so when every congressional Re-
publican voted against a tax cut for 95 
percent of Americans—as I said, when 
every congressional Republican voted 
against a tax cut for 95 percent of 
American families, I think the Amer-
ican people ought to know that, be-
cause the people who claim to be the 
big tax cutters really are not very good 
at cutting taxes for people who could 
actually use a tax cut. They’re just 
good at cutting taxes for people who 
really don’t need one and who have 
plenty of money anyway. 

So let me just go through a few 
things. 

Since coming to Congress and assum-
ing the Presidency, the Democratic 
agenda has made historic progress 
through creating jobs, cutting taxes for 
working Americans, and investing in 
the future prosperity of our country. 
This year, millions of American work-
ing families are paying fewer taxes and 
getting record refunds. This is not a co-
incidence. This is because of the Amer-
ican Reinvestment and Recovery Act, 
also known as the stimulus bill, but 
quite separate from the bailout which 
happened under George Bush’s watch. 

Over one-third of the Recovery Act is 
tax cuts for the middle class. Very im-
portant. Over one-third of the Recov-
ery Act is tax cuts for the middle class. 
The Recovery Act has already provided 
about $160 billion in tax cuts to Amer-
ican families and businesses. Nearly 
$100 billion, nearly 100 billion, nearly 
$100 billion of that has gone directly 
into the pockets of working families. 
And this year’s average refund is about 
$3,000, about a 10 percent increase over 
last year. That’s a good thing for fami-
lies who need money to keep on mov-
ing. 

Federal taxes—as I just read a mo-
ment ago, a former Republican adviser 
to President Ronald Reagan said, Fed-
eral taxes are very considerably lower 
by every measure since Obama became 
President, and yet the Republican cau-
cus bangs on President Obama relent-
lessly, mercilessly all the time. But the 
fact is he is better at lowering taxes for 
working-class people than George Bush 
was. This is by their own expert Bruce 
Bartlett. I wonder how they’re going to 
try to misrepresent that. 

Since last year, this Democratic Con-
gress and President Obama have en-

acted more than $800 billion for work-
ing families and small businesses. The 
Making Work Pay tax cut. That gives 
95 percent of working families an im-
mediate and sustained tax relief. Now, 
that’s a big deal. Making Work Pay. 

The fact is, the well-to-do in our 
country, they get tax cuts all the time. 
But what about people who are work-
ing hard every day? This tax cut where 
95 percent of American working fami-
lies got immediate and sustained tax 
relief was an important thing. It was 
about $400 for the individual, $800 for 
joint filings. That is very important. 

Here’s another tax credit. Child tax 
credit cuts taxes for families and more 
than 16 million children by reducing 
the minimum amount of earned income 
used to calculate the tax credit from 
$3,000 to about $12,000. 

The earned income tax credit. Very 
important antipoverty program. 
Earned income tax credit expands the 
credit increasing it for families with 
three or more children. This is also 
very important. The earned income tax 
credit, an active, antipoverty program 
which helps working people and even 
low-income people. It’s a good thing. 

The American opportunity tax cred-
it. Up to $2,500 in tax credits to help an 
additional 4 million students attend 
college. Now, the university doors and 
the college doors have to stay open to 
the American middle class and the 
poor, but if you allow the other caucus, 
the Republican caucus to stay in 
charge, those doors are slowly going to 
be shut. But under the Democratic ma-
jority and under the progressive leader-
ship of President Obama, we’ve seen 
the American opportunity tax credit, 
up to $2,500 in tax credit, to help an ad-
ditional 4 million students attend col-
lege. This is a progressive thing. It’s a 
good thing brought to you by the 
Democrats. 

The alternative minimum tax relief. 
Now, this protects 26 million middle 
class Americans from being hit by the 
AMT. In the 1970s, Members of Con-
gress said, You know what? There are 
some people, some folks who aren’t 
paying any taxes at all, so we’re going 
to have something called the alter-
native minimum tax to make sure ev-
erybody pays something. But because 
it wasn’t indexed over the years, infla-
tion made it so that people who were in 
the middle class were getting hit by 
this tax. The Democrats, under the 
leadership of President Obama and 
NANCY PELOSI, helped to protect 26 mil-
lion middle class Americans being hit 
by the AMT. Very, very important. 

First-time home buyer tax credit in-
creases existing credit to $8,000 and re-
moves the repayment requirement. 

All totaled, the Democratic-led 111th 
Congress has enacted more than $800 
billion in tax credits with another $285 
billion making their way through Con-
gress, such as permanent estate tax re-
lief and R&D tax credits to spur busi-
ness innovation. Many of these tax 
cuts are immediate, and more than half 
of the Recovery Act tax cuts already 
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are in the hands of the American fami-
lies and businesses. And $40 billion of 
the tax credits, or 4 million small busi-
nesses offering health care coverage to 
their employees starting this year. 
That’s an immediate benefit for small 
businesses who want to offer health 
care to their employees to get a tax 
credit, a big deal to help people get 
health care and to help small busi-
nesses in the same swing. 

So the fact is the Recovery Act, it 
takes 25 tax cuts for Americans, in-
cluding the fastest and one of the most 
widely shared tax cuts in American 
history, the Making Work Pay tax cut 
credit or tax cut. Ninety-five percent of 
Americans benefited from it. Not one 
Republican voted for it. Think about 
that when you think about who is look-
ing out for the American people and 
trying to cut taxes, even though we 
started this session tonight talking 
about the importance of taxes and the 
fact that some taxes are necessary. 
And we don’t run from that idea. 

The fact is taxes are the dues you 
pay to live in a civilized society. But 
despite that, the Democrats, under the 
leadership of President Obama and 
Speaker PELOSI, have been cutting 
taxes. This is an important thing for 
people to bear in mind and think about 
as they go forward, particularly on this 
Tax Day, particularly as they think 
about their refund. Who helped you get 
that, Madam Speaker? It was the party 
in the majority. 

The Recovery Act also gives a tax 
cut by making your home more effi-
cient, buying a house, buying a car, 
and sending a child to college; all very 
important. The result of the Recovery 
Act is that tax refunds are already up 
10 percent, pushing average refunds to 
a record $3,000 per taxpayer. That is 
huge. 

So Congress has enacted job-creating 
tax incentives to spur hiring out-of- 
work Americans, strengthening small 
businesses with tax credits and acceler-
ated write-offs so they can expand 
more and hire more. 

One of the taxes is the business in-
centive to create jobs; 10 billion over 10 
years. It involves a lot things which 
I’m going to talk about in a moment, 
but the main thing is that we need to 
understand that while taxes are the 
dues that we pay to live in a civilized 
society, the people who represent the 
majority in this Congress are actively 
trying to reduce that burden so that 
Americans can have a little extra 
money in their pockets, not so much 
the well-to-do people who already have 
enough. 

The fact is folks who are working so 
hard every day to put food on the 
table, maybe the washing machine 
broke, they’ve got to get a new one, 
these things are going to help their 
families out quite a bit. 

And I really admire those families 
who are well to do and who may not 
have been among those 95 percent who 
got a tax cut. Many of them know, 
however, that their good fortune is be-

cause of the public and the taxes people 
before them have paid: the people who 
pay the taxes for roads and bridges; the 
people who pay the taxes for our uni-
versities and colleges; the people who 
pay for Head Start, Social Security; 
people who pay for fire and roads, fire-
fighters, police officers, to make our 
society a good place to live. These 
folks understand that, and so they 
don’t complain about paying taxes. 
They pay them because they know that 
it’s what we need to have a society 
that is free from foreign aggression, 
that our streets are safe, that there are 
firefighters out there looking out for 
Americans. And if they should have a 
problem with a fire in their home or 
business, we understand. 

So this is not a matter of dividing 
well-to-do Americans from the rest of 
us. It’s a matter of saying, Look. Mid-
dle class folks need a tax cut too, and 
the well-to-do have gotten well cared 
for while the Republicans have been in 
charge, and many of the policies that 
they enacted have brought us this re-
cession that we’re just trying to 
emerge from now. But the fact is, if 
you invest in the middle class through 
tax cuts, it will pay dividends in the 
long run. 

And we’re already starting to see un-
employment decrease. Won’t be long 
before we have positive job growth be-
cause of these important tax relief 
policies that Democrats, led by Presi-
dent Obama and Nancy PELOSI, have 
led to enact. 

So, let me move on and talk a little 
bit about my own State of Minnesota. 
It’s a State where people work hard 
every day. We’re a State where we’re 
very proud. We have among the highest 
voter turnout in the entire country. 
I’m proud to announce that only one 
State has a greater response to the 
census than our great State of Min-
nesota, and those are our neighbors to 
the east, Wisconsin. We’re coming to 
get you, Wisconsin. We want to be first 
in that. 

But the fact is I’m so proud to be 
from the State of Minnesota. It’s a 
wonderful place, and there is no 
prettier place than Minnesota, espe-
cially in the springtime. 

But I want to talk about the Amer-
ican Reinvestment and Recovery Act 
which significantly cut taxes for Min-
nesota families, too. Two million fami-
lies in Minnesota. That is the number 
of families in Minnesota that will re-
ceive a tax cut of up to $400 or $800 for 
a married joint filing couple under the 
Making Work Pay tax credit that is in-
cluded in the Recovery Act. 

Also, 895,000 individuals are the num-
ber of people in Minnesota living on 
Social Security and supplemental secu-
rity income and railroad retirement in-
come and veterans benefits who will re-
ceive a one-time recovery payment of 
$250 under the Recovery Act. 

And then, also, 157,000 families in 
Minnesota are the folks who benefited 
from the Federal tax credits for college 
expenses. Minnesota is a high edu-

cation State. We have some of the 
highest ACT scores in the Nation, and 
we take education very seriously in the 
State of Minnesota. So it’s really a 
great benefit that so many families 
will be able to benefit from the Federal 
tax credits for college expenses. 

So in 2009 and in 2010, families in 
Minnesota with children in college will 
be able to claim a larger Federal tax 
credit, and that’s a good thing for even 
me and my family since I’ve got two 
kids in college right now. And you 
know how tough that can be. There are 
more than 41,000 students in Min-
nesota, 41,000 students in Minnesota 
who previously did not benefit from the 
college tax credit but will now benefit 
as a result of the Recovery Act. That’s 
a lot of people. A lot of young people 
saying, You know what? I have en-
hanced my skill, developed my mind, 
and can contribute to this society of 
ours in a greater way because Demo-
crats believe in reducing and offering 
tax credits for me to be able to do what 
I’ve got to do. 
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For 182,000 children in Minnesota, 
that’s the number of children in Min-
nesota who will benefit from the ex-
panded child tax credit that’s included 
in the Recovery Act. 

And, of course, children need a tax 
relief, too, because that’s where their 
parents can afford to get them the 
things they need, whether they be 
clothes or school supplies or food or 
anything like that. Children need their 
families to have less to have to pay if, 
as long as it’s responsible, as long as 
it’s paid for, as long as it makes sense, 
it’s a good thing. 

Again, I don’t want to go too far. Be-
cause the fact is, folks, while I believe 
in cutting taxes for people, I also just 
want to remind folks taxes are the dues 
that we pay to live in a civilized soci-
ety. Taxes pay to keep our roads nice 
and taxes pay to fill up the potholes in 
places like Minnesota where we have 
come through a large, tough, winter. 

Taxes pay for police officers, taxes 
pay for firefighters, taxes pay for pub-
lic works employees, taxes pay our sol-
diers so that they can defend our coun-
try, and taxes go to pay for Head Start 
to educate our children at university 
and at the middle, K–12 level. 

So I am not here to say taxes are bad. 
That’s a Republican thing to say that 
taxes are evil or that taxes are a pun-
ishment or that they are punitive. I 
don’t believe that at all. I don’t believe 
that for a second. 

But I do say that when we can re-
sponsibly cut taxes to the middle class, 
we should do so. We should do so. 
That’s just common sense, and the 
Democrats have proven that we believe 
that because we did it. And the fact is 
we didn’t get any Republican support 
to do that. Because, as I just want to 
remind you for those of you who maybe 
just tuned in, every congressional Re-
publican voted against a tax cut for 95 
percent of Americans. I don’t how they 
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can stand up and call themselves look-
ing out for the American middle class 
with a straight face, but I am sure they 
will manage somehow. 

Let me also talk a little bit more 
about Minnesota businesses. Because, 
of course, in Minnesota we believe in 
entrepreneurship. We believe that peo-
ple should allow their creative talents 
to bring their services and goods to the 
market so that other people can par-
ticipate in those and enjoy those 
things for a fair price and, therefore, 
those businesses can hire people, and 
we can really have our economy work-
ing well. 

So I just want to mention, you know, 
that the Recovery Act significantly cut 
taxes for businesses as well, about 
385,000 sole proprietors, 385,000 sole pro-
prietors in Minnesota that filed with 
the IRS in 2007. Well, the fact is the 
Recovery Act provided relief for those 
businesses by providing, one, tax 
breaks for small businesses, expensing 
and bonus appreciation, businesses 
that purchased new capital equipment, 
providing small businesses with tem-
porary, 5-year net operating loss, 
carryback, and providing small busi-
nesses with estimated tax payment re-
lief, and excluding 75 percent of the 
gains on small business stock from cap-
ital gains purchased in 2009 and 2010 
and, finally, providing businesses with 
relief from paying taxes on income re-
sulting from discharged debt. 

Minnesota businesses, again, about 
$1.1 billion, about $1.1 billion is the 
amount of additional dollars in the 
hands of consumers in the State of 
Minnesota as a result of Making Work 
Pay. That means that if you take that 
tax cut that 95 percent of all Ameri-
cans benefited from and you bring it 
right to the great State of Minnesota 
and you ask yourself, well, how much 
did that mean to the Minnesota econ-
omy, that’s $1.1 billion that our fami-
lies have to be able to spend on their 
needs so that they can make their ends 
meet, and they can put that money 
into the economy to help bolster the 
sales for our businesses that are out 
there. 

Moving right along, about 538 units, 
about 538 units, housing units, are 
being constructed in Minnesota under a 
low-income housing tax credits ex-
change program that was enacted as 
part of the Recovery Act. That’s a lot 
of houses, a lot of places for people to 
live, and that’s a very, very big deal. 

So I just want to say that I think 
that Democrats who responsibly cut 
taxes on the middle class, not the irre-
sponsible tax cuts for the well-to-do 
who don’t even need a tax cut, but 
Democrats responsibly cutting taxes 
for the middle class are helping Amer-
ica get stronger and get better after an 
8-year nightmare where they cut taxes 
for the richest people, didn’t enforce 
the financial regulation, allowed Wall 
Street to run wild, and allowed preda-
tory mortgage lending to take place. 
Now we pay the awful price for that, 
but it’s a good thing because Demo-

crats to the rescue are making sure 
that this economy is coming back 
strong, in part by responsible tax cuts 
to the middle class, and I am proud of 
that. 

Let me move on to just talk a little 
bit about, just pose a question to peo-
ple who may be listening, Mr. Speaker, 
and the question is, are you better off 
on Tax Day? There is a group called 
Third Way that prepares a report and 
asks the question, are you better off on 
Tax Day? And here are a few things 
that they found, Mr. Speaker, that I 
would just like to share with you. 

Third Way compares three average 
middle-class families’ tax returns from 
the 2007 to the 2009 returns under Presi-
dent Obama. They posed a question, is 
the average middle-class American bet-
ter off under Obama’s tax policies or 
under Bush? They compare the dif-
ferences between tax credits offered by 
the Bush administration and the Re-
publican Congress to those offered by 
Obama and the Democratic Congress. 
And in every case the answer was, 
without question, yes, Americans are 
better off with President Obama in the 
White House and Democrats in Con-
gress. 

This Third Way report, which I hope 
people will take a look at, says defini-
tively on many measures that Ameri-
cans are simply better off. Democrats 
are just better at managing the econ-
omy. We are better when it comes to 
deficits, better when it comes to tax 
cuts, better when it comes to jobs, bet-
ter, better, better. 

Of course, if you are a very super rich 
person, you may have to pay some 
taxes that you didn’t have to pay be-
fore. But the fact is you have better 
services for it, and you have the pride 
of knowing that you are making a con-
tribution to your fellow Americans, 
improving the quality of life for every-
body, not just yourself. I think that 
means a huge deal for people. Because 
I think Americans, even well-to-do 
Americans, are extremely patriotic and 
want to know that their fellow Ameri-
cans are doing well and that the ladder 
of opportunity has not been pulled up, 
as Republicans always try to do, but 
that it’s still there for Americans who 
want to work hard and climb that lad-
der from the poor or even the middle 
class up to a higher income level. 

So I just also want to talk about 
some results from the tax justice re-
port on the Obama tax cuts. This Citi-
zens for Tax Justice report says the 
following. The analysis notes that 53 
percent of Americans believe that the 
President has kept taxes the same, 24 
percent believe the President has 
raised taxes, and only 12 believe the 
President has cut taxes. But the fact is 
he has cut taxes overwhelmingly. This 
was part of the spin machine that we 
hear all the time and we are trying to 
correct tonight. 

But by the analysis of the Citizens 
for Tax Justice, tax cuts enacted by 
Obama and the Democratic Congress 
reduced the Federal income taxes for 

the tax year 2009 for, actually, they 
find, 98 percent of all working families. 
I just said 95, but according to this 
think tank it’s even higher than that. 

The Citizens for Tax Justice also ob-
serve one reason why the broader 
American public may not realize that 
the President cut their 2009 taxes is 
that the tax cut that affected most 
people took effect gradually by reduc-
ing withholding on wages. So you see a 
little more in your paycheck every 
week, but it’s still there, still there for 
you to be better off and do what you 
need to do for your family. 

They also note, well, I would also add 
that the spin machine doesn’t help. But 
the fact is, it’s there. The folks have it. 

This Center for Tax Justice also says 
that, in addition to massive middle- 
class tax cuts, the Recovery Act made 
direct cash payments to a large popu-
lation of Americans, including Social 
Security recipients, and extended un-
employment benefits to out-of-work 
Americans. 

And, so, this report, which I am going 
to hold up so people can see, this is 
kind of small type, but I just hope 
folks can look at that, see, right there, 
it says President Obama cut taxes for 
98 percent of working families in 2009. 
Mr. Speaker, I think that’s pretty 
good. I think that that’s all right, and 
I think that’s something to be com-
mended, something to be proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, as I just want to keep 
saying, you know, as I am standing up 
here talking about cutting taxes, I 
don’t want any of the folks who might 
be tuned in tonight to get the impres-
sion that I am against taxes. I am in 
favor of paying the dues that we must 
pay in order to have a civilized society. 
I don’t want people to pay more than 
they should pay, and I certainly do 
want every dollar to be used respon-
sibly. 

I am totally against any kind of 
wasteful spending or boondoggles, and I 
am absolutely against the spending 
that we did to fight the Iraq war, which 
was offered to us by President Bush 
and the Republicans. They told us it 
was weapons of mass destruction and 
everything else, and none of that was 
true. That was an enormous expense on 
the American people, not to mention 
loss of life, both Americans and Iraqis. 

But the fact is is that I don’t like 
every expenditure that the government 
makes, but the fact is that in a demo-
cratic society we have the majority 
rules. We elect the President and trust 
that those decisions will be made re-
sponsibly. They are not always done 
that way, but I wouldn’t change this 
system for any system in the world. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, tonight we 
are talking about taxes. Tonight is, 
today is Tax Day. Many Americans are 
probably still rushing out to the mail-
box to make sure that that tax filing 
gets into the mailbox and gets stamped 
tonight so that they can get their taxes 
in on time, and maybe the ones who 
are the early birds have already done 
that a long time ago and taken care of 
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that business. But the bottom line is, 
Mr. Speaker, that today, Tax Day, is a 
big deal in America. 

It’s the day that we can stop and 
think about how lucky, how we have 
benefited by being in this great coun-
try of ours, where we have a great Con-
stitution that protects our liberties. 
We have great public employees who 
work hard every day to make sure 
Americans have good services, teach-
ers, firefighters, police officers, people 
who work in Head Start every day to 
try to help the children, people who 
really get out there and give all they 
have to help Americans. 

It’s a great day to just think about 
how lucky we are as Americans to have 
the Medicare system to help our sen-
iors, TRICARE to help our soldiers, 
and now we are going to have over 32 
million Americans get health care 
under the newly passed health care 
bill. These things, our taxes go to these 
things, and I am proud that they do. 

It means that we live in a society 
that has compassion, it means we have 
a society that is responsible, that is 
going to meet the needs of all Ameri-
cans, and it means that it is going to 
be done in a responsible way. Not the 
way the Republican caucus has done in 
the past, which is just cuts taxes for 
the wealthiest Americans and then cre-
ates massive deficits, but in a respon-
sible way that’s paid for and that broad 
cross-sections of Americans benefit 
from. 

This is the kind of tax cut that we 
need. This is the kind of help that we 
need. Not the Bush-type tax cuts but 
Obama tax cuts, which go to benefit 
large percentages of Americans. 

Every congressional Republican 
voted against a tax cut for 95 percent 
of American families, Mr. Speaker. 
These 95 percent of Americans, I betcha 
they are going to be remembering that 
come November. 

Anyway, the fact is that this is a 
very important day. This is Tax Day. 
This is the day that we think about our 
investment in our country. This is the 
day that we say, you know what? Not 
everything the government spends 
money on I agree with, but I am happy 
that I am in America and can benefit 
from living in this great country. 

Being an American is not free. If you 
have the income to help pay the dues, 
to pay the costs of this society, you 
should help. There is nothing wrong 
with it. It’s not a punishment. Some of 
our Republican caucus friends will say 
it’s a punishment or taxes are evil or 
they are bad or something like that. 
They shouldn’t be higher than they are 
supposed to be, but they ought to be 
high enough to pay for the needs of the 
government so we don’t have massive 
deficits. 
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And yet they have created these mas-
sive deficits that Democrats are trying 
to dig us out of right now. 

So let me just say, as I begin to wind 
down—and just signaling to my Repub-

lican Caucus folks that if they’re going 
to take the rest of the time, it might 
be a good time to think about getting 
up—the fact is that under Democratic 
leadership we passed a bill that would 
promote hiring incentives. We passed 
health care legislation that would pro-
mote health care and small businesses 
to be getting a tax credit in order to 
cover Americans to offer them health 
care. We have offered tax cuts to 95 
percent of Americans. 

Democrats believe in middle class 
tax cuts that are responsible and paid 
for. Democrats believe that it is pro-
gressive to put money in the hands of 
Americans when it doesn’t explode 
deficits and when it does help spur de-
mand and when it does help Americans 
meet their daily expenses. We’re not in 
favor of huge tax cuts for people who 
don’t really need them—and didn’t 
even ask for them—but we are in favor 
of responsible tax cuts to middle class 
Americans. 

So on tax day, I joined with you just 
the other day this weekend in signing 
my tax form. I owed this year, but as I 
said goodbye to my money, I knew that 
if it was going to take care of a kid 
who needed a meal or give a young sol-
dier the equipment they need in de-
fending our country or to help this 
country do better and be more effec-
tive, well, I’m willing to do that be-
cause I think it’s my duty as an Amer-
ican to do so. 

So with that, I yield back and thank 
the Speaker for the time. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TEAGUE). Members must address their 
remarks in debate to the Chair and not 
to a viewing audience. 

f 

TAX DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BURGESS) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the Speaker 
for the recognition. I thank the leader-
ship on my side for allowing me to talk 
this hour. 

Mr. Speaker, it is April 15. It is the 
day that we file our taxes, or in some 
cases we submit a request for an exten-
sion. In the interest of full disclosure, 
I did submit a request for an extension, 
not because—well, I will tell you, when 
I was practicing medicine when I was a 
physician, my taxes were a great deal 
more complicated than they are today. 
But even today it is difficult to keep up 
with all of those various pieces of paper 
that you must collect after a year’s 
worth of living and deliver to your ac-
countant in order that they may accu-
rately and correctly assess your taxes. 
That is one of the things that has al-
ways bothered me. It is one thing to 
pay taxes. The previous gentleman said 

it’s one of our obligations for living in 
a free society; I don’t dispute that—I 
may dispute the level at which he 
wants to see us taxed—but at the same 
time, I don’t see why it always has to 
be so hard. I would like to give people 
another option, and that’s what I want 
to talk about this evening, Mr. Speak-
er. 

But, actually, first, I do need to talk 
a little bit about what we just heard 
over the past hour because it was a 
wonderful story; but, Mr. Speaker, 
maybe if we’re going to tell stories we 
ought to start out with, ‘‘Once upon a 
time’’ and end up with, ‘‘And they lived 
happily ever after.’’ 

The gentleman was quite correct in 
quoting a poll that said only 12 percent 
of Americans believe that President 
Obama has cut taxes. But what do you 
think is the reason for that? Maybe it’s 
because in the last 15 months taxes in 
this country have increased by $670 bil-
lion and counting, according to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. Many 
of these tax hikes include taxes on peo-
ple whom the President said during his 
campaign for the Presidency that peo-
ple would not see a tax increase. And 
what are some of those? Well, the pre-
vious gentleman alluded to the fact 
that we just passed and the President 
just signed a massive health care bill. 
But, really, if we were honest in our 
discussion about that bill, we would 
call it a massive tax increase bill be-
cause honestly that’s what it was. It 
didn’t really have that much to do with 
health care, but it sure had a lot to do 
with taxes. 

There is going to be a new tax on in-
dividuals who don’t purchase govern-
ment-approved insurance. And guess 
what? That tax will fall on Americans, 
some Americans who earn less than 
$200,000 a year, violating the pledge 
made by President Obama when he was 
campaigning for the highest office in 
the land. Now, for most people that’s 
not a great surprise because there were 
so many promises made that were not 
kept during that campaign. 

Oh, remember things like, I’m going 
to take public financing for my Presi-
dential campaign. Remember the great 
transparency hoax that was played 
upon the American people: oh, sure, 
we’ll create a health care bill and I’ll 
have everybody in around a big table 
and we’ll invite C–SPAN in so you can 
see who’s standing with the special in-
terests and who’s standing with the 
American people. Well, guess what? 
You didn’t get to do that, did you, be-
cause that was another promise that 
wasn’t kept. 

Well, promises to not raise taxes on 
Americans earning less than $200,000 a 
year unfortunately were one of the 
first casualties of this administration, 
and the sad thing is it continues to be 
a casualty of this administration. 

What about the new tax on employ-
ers who fail to fully comply with the 
government health insurance man-
dates? That might fall on some people 
who earn less than $200,000 a year. It’s 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:35 Jul 08, 2010 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H15AP0.REC H15AP0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
D

5P
82

C
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2628 April 15, 2010 
not going to happen for a couple of 
years because they did stretch some of 
these things out in the health care bill; 
but what about the 40 percent excise 
tax on some health plans that cost over 
a certain amount of money? That’s the 
health care plan that costs over a cer-
tain amount of money, but it may be-
long to someone who earns under 
$200,000 a year or a married couple that 
earns under $250,000 a year. 

What about the ban on the purchase 
of some over-the-counter drugs for peo-
ple who happen to have a health sav-
ings account or a health reimburse-
ment account? What about the increase 
in Medicare tax on wages and self-em-
ployment income and the imposition of 
a 3.8 surtax on certain investment in-
come for individuals who earn over cer-
tain amounts of money? These are sig-
nificant changes that occurred in our 
Tax Code, but they were passed in a 
health care bill. That’s why you didn’t 
know about them; they were hidden in 
this bill that we passed last month. 

Now, for some people, not for all, but 
for some people with high medical ex-
penses, there is a threshold that has to 
be met. Your medical expenses have to 
be more than 7.5 percent of your ad-
justed gross income before those ex-
penses are tax deductible. Now, to be 
sure, if someone’s medical expenses are 
over 7.5 percent of their adjusted gross 
income, that’s an individual who spent 
a good deal of money on medical care 
that year. You would think that we 
wouldn’t want to punish that person 
further, but in fact that’s just what we 
did in this health care bill. We raised 
that threshold to 10 percent. So that 
means people who have a lot of medical 
expenses will now have to spend 10 per-
cent of their adjusted gross income be-
fore they can begin to deduct those ex-
penses from their income tax. 

We’ve imposed a new $2,500 cap on 
people who contribute to their own 
flexible spending accounts. There is 
going to be a new annual tax on some 
health insurance policies. There’s 
going to be a new tax on some pharma-
ceuticals; some of those taxes will fall 
on people who earn under $200,000 a 
year. 

How about this? A new excise tax on 
medical devices, a 2.3 percent tax on 
medical devices. These are class 2 and 
class 3 devices as defined by the Food 
and Drug Administration. So, okay, 
tongue depressors and Band-Aids will 
not be taxed, but syringes will be. Well, 
who’s going to pay that tax on the sy-
ringes? Well, in all likelihood in that 
instance it is going to be the doctor in 
the doctor’s office because doctors have 
very little way of passing charges onto 
the patient because most of their ar-
rangements are contractual with insur-
ance companies or with Medicare and 
Medicaid, and they’re not going to pay 
the tax. It will be difficult to pass the 
charge onto the patient because those 
charges are capped. So, actually, that 
will be the physician’s office that gets 
to pay those taxes. In fact, Mr. Speak-
er, everything from lasers to leaches 

are taxed under this new excise tax 
that’s coming on certain medical de-
vices. 

What if you earn under $200,000 a year 
and happen to go to a tanning salon? 
Well, guess what? A 10 percent tax on 
that activity for you even though you 
earn under $200,000 a year. And there 
will be a new tax on some self-insured 
health plans; and, yes, some of those 
may fall on people who earn under 
$200,000 a year. 

There will be new penalties for non-
qualified health savings account dis-
tributions. Now, people shouldn’t take 
money out of their health savings ac-
counts unless it’s for a health expendi-
ture; but rather than just having that 
money then convert to taxable income, 
there is actually going to be a double 
penalty on those types of purchases. 
And the list goes on. 

The other gentleman did this, so I’ll 
do the same thing. As you can see, 
there is a significant amount of writing 
on this page of paper. No, you can’t 
read it from your distance, but I did 
read many of the things that are con-
tained on this page. And get this, get 
this: all of these additional taxes, and 
what did we hear the other day? 

Someone floated the notion of a 
value-added tax, a VAT tax, as a way 
to deal with the deficit and some of the 
increase in Federal spending that’s 
going to occur as a consequence of this 
health care bill that we passed. We 
heard it a couple of times last spring 
when we first started talking about 
this health care bill. Some people came 
on the Sunday shows and talked 
about—some people from the adminis-
tration came on the Sunday shows and 
talked about a value-added tax, and 
then all of that talk was tamped down 
pretty quickly when that trial balloon 
was met with so much disfavor. But 
now that the bill has passed, maybe we 
will need that VAT tax in order to pay 
for it. That will be a tax increase on 
some individuals who earn under 
$200,000 a year. 

There is no question that unless this 
Congress takes some action before the 
end of the year—and quite honestly, I 
don’t know where the time and energy 
will come for this Congress to do this, 
but the tax policies that were enacted 
in 2001 and 2003 expire at the end of this 
year. Many of those tax policies will af-
fect people who earn under $200,000 a 
year. The expiration of a tax policy 
means we revert to tax levels that were 
present in 2001. Guess what? That’s 
going to be a tax increase on some peo-
ple who earn under $200,000 a year. 

And what are we going to do about 
the inheritance tax, the appropriately 
named ‘‘death tax’’? We haven’t even 
talked about that. That is one of those 
other things that will have to be tack-
led before the end of the year. Time is 
running out. It’s an election year. Peo-
ple aren’t willing to do difficult things 
during an election year, so it becomes 
problematic as to whether or not those 
things will be fixed. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s often said that 
there is nothing certain in this life ex-

cept death and taxes. And I will tell 
you from the standpoint of a physician 
that sometimes death is less com-
plicated than our tax system. Let me 
just give you an example here. 

Most of us are familiar with the 
name Sam Rayburn because, after all, 
that’s who the Rayburn Building is 
named for. Sam Rayburn was, in fact, 
my Congressman when I was a small 
child in the north and northeast Texas 
area. He served for a long time. When 
he first came to Congress back in 1913, 
he was part of a Congress that enacted 
the Federal income tax. Back in 1913, it 
was a bill by standards in those days, it 
was 400 pages. But look what’s hap-
pened over time. By the end of the Sec-
ond World War, it was 8,200 pages; by 
the time a man landed on the Moon it 
was 16,500 pages. In 1979, when Ronald 
Reagan won his second term, it was 
26,300 pages. When the Republicans 
took control of Congress, it was over 
40,000 pages. In 2004, 60,000 pages. And 
here we are today, 2010, and it is 71,684 
pages long. That’s a lot of Tax Code for 
people to keep up with. And as the 
complexity has increased, the cost for 
individuals to comply with their obli-
gations under the Tax Code has in-
creased as well. 

And why has this happened? Whose 
fingerprints are all over all of these 
pages of the Tax Code? Well, it’s the 
fingerprints of people here in the House 
of Representatives because under the 
Constitution all revenue bills have to 
originate with the House of Represent-
atives. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
is charged with that tough duty and, as 
a consequence of trying to appease one 
constituency or punish another, we’ve 
added pages and pages and pages of 
complexity to the Tax Code. I dare say 
in various committees today there 
have been proposals discussed that 
would either punish or reward Amer-
ican citizens because, in trying to drive 
a certain type of behavior—maybe to-
wards green jobs or renewable energy 
as we did in our Committee on Energy 
and Commerce today—we’re going to 
drive things in a direction where we 
want the social transformation to 
occur, and we’re going to do that with 
the Tax Code. Any time we want to 
punish a special interest group or re-
ward a stakeholder, we add a new cred-
it or a new law to the Tax Code. 

b 2130 
The result is a Federal law that is 

literally fraught with opportunities for 
avoiding taxes. There are loopholes 
within the law that people will try to 
exploit, and some will do it quite suc-
cessfully. For everyone who exploits a 
loophole and avoids taxes, some other 
honest American is going to have to 
make up that difference or is going to 
be added to the deficit, and that honest 
American’s children or grandchildren 
are going to pick up the difference. So, 
these are things that are not done 
without consequence and that are not 
done without penalty. Now, think of 
this: 
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The Internal Revenue Service for fis-

cal year 2010, the current fiscal year, 
was appropriated an amount of money 
of almost $12 billion—$11.6 billion, so 
almost $12 billion—to administer the 
activities of that Federal agency. 

What is a comparable amount? 
Well, I’ll tell you that is more than 

what this country spent in defending 
itself with the missile defense program. 
Arguably, as to what may become our 
first line of defense against a rogue 
state or a nation that means us ill, we 
spent more on administering the Inter-
nal Revenue Service. Guess what? That 
is only going to increase under the 
health care bill that passed out of this 
House a mere 3 or 4 weeks ago. 

In fact, within the health care bill, 
there are provisions for hiring—I do 
not remember the number exactly, but 
I think it was over 16,000 new agents 
for the Internal Revenue Service. We 
didn’t really do much for hiring or for 
training new doctors or new nurses, but 
we did add a ton of new IRS agents to 
administer and to force the new Tax 
Code changes that were incorporated 
into that bill. As a consequence, you 
may have to go to H&R Block for your 
prenatal care. 

The current Tax Code is a significant 
burden on all Americans. We spend bil-
lions of hours and billions of dollars 
complying, and that doesn’t even count 
the billions of hours that we spend 
complaining about the Tax Code. The 
average taxpayer loses about 30 percent 
of his or her income to Federal, State, 
and local taxes. That is a greater share 
of income than is spent on food, cloth-
ing, and housing combined. According 
to the National Taxpayers Union, in 
2009, American families and businesses 
spent almost 8 billion hours complying 
with the Tax Code. That is 8 billion 
hours that they weren’t spending with 
their families or engaged in some pro-
ductive activity. The cost of all of that 
time spent on complying with the Tax 
Code is estimated in excess of $110 bil-
lion. 

In addition to the lost time, last 
year, Americans paid nearly $30 billion 
for help in preparing their taxes, using 
either software programs or tax prepa-
ration professionals. That is a little 
more than $200 for the average tax-
payer in the course of the year. Per 
person, that $200 to comply with the 
Tax Code doesn’t sound like a great 
deal, but we are in a recession, Mr. 
Speaker. Americans are struggling to 
make ends meet. Who wants to be in 
favor of making Americans waste 
money that they can ill afford? 

The National Taxpayer Union esti-
mates the cost for Federal tax compli-
ance by corporations was nearly $160 
billion, which was 54 percent of the cor-
porate income tax collected in fiscal 
year 2008. In other words, we are spend-
ing just as much to comply with the 
Tax Code but are collecting half as 
much. The time and money should be 
spent by families and businesses who 
are growing the economy and creating 
jobs. 

I mean, after all, what is the one 
thing the American people want us to 
do this year? They really weren’t so in-
terested in health care. They were in-
terested in national defense, but it still 
falls pretty low on the scale. The one 
thing they want us to do is to create a 
climate, to create an atmosphere, 
where small businesses feel com-
fortable about creating jobs and about 
adding employees. That’s our number 
one charge this year—to grow the econ-
omy and to create jobs. It’s so simple. 
I wonder why we can’t remember that. 

A Gallup Poll out today, Tax Day 
2010, shows that 63 percent of Ameri-
cans believe their taxes will increase in 
the next 12 months. Again, 63 percent 
believe their taxes will increase in the 
next 12 months. That’s right. They’re 
not buying that stuff that President 
Obama cut their taxes, because, as we 
know, he did not. Only 4 percent expect 
a change that will reduce their taxes. 
The tax climate is unsteady and unpre-
dictable for Americans. In addition to 
not being right, that instability is one 
of the things that is responsible for the 
very poor showing we have had with 
job creation in the last 15 months. 

Now, this is some polling done by a 
group called American Solutions. It is 
from last year, but I think it is still ap-
ropos to the discussion at hand. 

Sixty-nine percent of people think 
that the Federal income tax system is 
unfair; 70 percent favor tax incentives 
for companies that keep their head-
quarters in the U.S. That is not a sur-
prising figure, but look at this: 82 per-
cent of Americans think the option of 
a single-rate system would give tax-
payers the convenience of filing their 
taxes with just a single sheet of paper. 
That’s 82 percent. As Ronald Reagan 
used to say, those 80 percent issues are 
ones that he likes to get behind. 

The fact is, if the system were fair 
and simple, you probably wouldn’t 
have such a high number of people 
thinking it’s unfair. The fact is, if the 
system were fair and simple, you 
wouldn’t have those billions of dollars 
spent in tax compliance. It would be 
pretty straightforward. Now, I talked a 
little bit about it with that opening 
list that I went through; but again, it 
is important to sort of underscore some 
of the changes that people are going to 
see this year, not 4 years from now but 
this year, as a result of the health care 
bill that was passed last month. 

Beginning January 1, 2012, according 
to the Joint Committee on Taxation, 
ObamaCare will limit the medical ex-
pense deduction, which will raise taxes 
by $15 billion over 10 years. Under cur-
rent law, if out-of-pocket medical ex-
penses, including health insurance pre-
miums and medical procedures, are not 
covered by health insurance and if they 
exceed 71⁄2 percent of adjusted gross in-
come, these expenses are fully deduct-
ible, but it will increase to 10 percent 
under the bill that we passed. Some of 
the most expensive and comprehensive 
health insurance plans don’t cover 
some high-cost medical procedures, 

such as in vitro fertilization where the 
cost for the procedure and for the pre-
scription drugs can run as high as 
$20,000 per treatment cycle, and some 
families can have multiple cycles with-
in a year. Those are the people who are 
going to be hit by this change from 71⁄2 
percent of adjusted gross income to 10 
percent on most Americans. The Joint 
Committee on Taxation estimates this 
new limit will affect 14 million tax-
payers—or 14.8 million taxpayers, 14.7 
of whom will earn less than $200,000 a 
year at the time that it is put into ef-
fect. 

There are some things I would like to 
point out which Steve Forbes wrote in 
a book a couple of years ago, in a book 
on the flat tax. It’s called the ‘‘Flat 
Tax Revolution.’’ It’s probably still 
available on Amazon. There are some 
interesting facts that he relates in the 
book of how Washington really just 
doesn’t get it when they write tax law. 

Quoting from the book, in 1989, Sen-
ator Bob Packwood requested a rev-
enue forecast from Congress’ Joint 
Committee on Taxation on a hypo-
thetical tax increase, raising the top 
rate to 100 percent on incomes over 
$200,000. 

So, just as a study, just as an exer-
cise, let’s just see what their projection 
is if we just take all income, every 
scrap of income, away from people who 
earn over $200,000. The Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation responded by fore-
casting increased revenues of $204 bil-
lion in 1990—and again, these figures 
are somewhat old—$204 billion in 1990 
and increased revenues of $299 billion 
in 1993. 

Essentially, the Joint Committee on 
Taxation predicted that people would 
continue to work even if the govern-
ment taxed them out of every penny 
they earned. It doesn’t sound like 
they’re living in the real world, does 
it? If you take every penny that people 
earn, why are they going to set their 
alarm clocks and go to work the next 
day? It’s likely not going to happen. 

A second point that they quoted in 
the book is that the Congressional 
Budget Office predicted that the 1986 
corporate tax rate increase would raise 
government revenues from $89 billion 
to $101 billion. So this is over $10 bil-
lion because of the increase in the cor-
porate tax rate. Yet what actually hap-
pened is that corporations altered busi-
ness practices, and revenues decreased 
to $84 billion. So, instead of getting an 
additional $10 billion, they actually 
scored $5 billion less than they would 
have had they left the tax rate alone. 

It’s tough because Americans get 
that. They understand that. If you tell 
the average American, Hey, next year, 
your taxes are going to be 100 percent 
of everything you earn, they’re going 
to say, Fine, I’m not going to work. 
See ya. 

When we think about it, in our com-
mittees here in Congress, we say, Well, 
if you tax everybody at 100 percent, 
yeah, you’re going to bring in some ad-
ditional revenues. In fact, it will be sig-
nificantly increased next year and the 
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year after that. Well, that’s nonsense. 
That’s not taking into account funda-
mental human behavior. If you take 
away everything from people, they’re 
not going to show up for work the next 
day. 

Now, we know what works when it 
comes to changing the Tax Code. We 
got a glimpse of it in Ronald Reagan’s 
administration when he cut the taxes 
in half in 1986. As a result of that re-
form, the economy grew; revenues in-
creased, and jobs were created. 

Nina Olson, in writing in 2007 the Na-
tional Taxpayer Advocate, talked 
about simplifying the Tax Code as one 
of her recommendations, and I’m 
quoting here: The complexity of the 
code increases the likelihood that hon-
est taxpayers will make inadvertent 
mistakes. It creates opportunities for 
taxpayers to avoid paying their fair 
share of taxes and makes it difficult for 
the Internal Revenue Service to admin-
ister the tax system. Simplifying the 
tax law could improve the audit proc-
ess and allow less of a taxpayer burden. 

Well, what a phenomenal idea, sim-
plifying the tax law. Now, who could be 
against that? 

In 1981, there was a simple concept 
put forth by Robert Hall and Alvin 
Rabushka. This was revisited in 1995, 15 
years ago, by my predecessor in this 
body, who was former Majority Leader 
Dick Armey, and most recently in the 
book that Steve Forbes published on 
the ‘‘Flat Tax Revolution.’’ All of 
those authors were calling for the same 
type of tax reform in our Tax Code— 
that it be flatter, fairer, and more sim-
ple. 

So what would it look like if we were 
to do something like that, flatten the 
tax and broaden the base? Okay. I want 
everyone to close their eyes and vis-
ualize that shoe box or that suitcase 
full of receipts you took down to your 
accountant, and then visualize the 
sheets of paper you’re going to get 
back from your accountant that you’re 
going to have to file unless you file on-
line. 

What if it were a great deal more 
straightforward? What if it were a 
great deal simpler? 

That blueprint would be the flat tax. 
In fact, there has been legislation that 
was introduced early last year—H.R. 
1040 for the individuals who want to 
look it up on Thomas. H.R. 1040 allows 
for a person to opt into a single-rate 
tax system, to opt into a flat tax. 

Why would you have it as an op-
tional? Why would you have it as an 
opt-in? 

Well, we have created this Tax Code, 
remember, of many, many thousands, 
tens of thousands of pages, and we’ve 
done that to drive behavior in a certain 
way. So one of the things you wouldn’t 
want to do is change things suddenly. 
After all, we’ve encouraged people to 
comply or to live these very com-
plicated tax lives in order to get the 
benefits of the tax system. You can’t 
very well just say, well, we’re going to 
change everything overnight, but we 

could allow people to opt in to a single- 
rate system. I, for one, would gladly do 
that. Even if it meant I paid more 
taxes, I would gladly do that and give 
up that shoe box full of receipts that 
I’ve got to sit down and go through 
every year with my accountant. 

Now, a lot of people are concerned 
about the home mortgage deduction on 
things like a flat tax, but if it’s an op-
tional flat tax, then you make the deci-
sion. You know, the home mortgage de-
duction in some markets doesn’t really 
amount to as much as it does in other 
markets. In some areas in Texas, the 
home mortgage deduction really may 
be as little as $1,000 a year in real dol-
lars saved by itemizing and going 
through that exercise with your taxes. 
In other markets, where real estate 
prices are quite, quite high—and there 
are still some of those markets in this 
country—then it may be prudent to 
continue with taking that mortgage 
deduction. 

Let’s give people the option. Let’s 
give them the choice. If someone has 
constructed their finances around 
being in the IRS code, fine. They may 
stay there. Yet, if someone wants the 
freedom to get out from beneath that 
code, we ought to allow them the free-
dom to do so. We ought to trust Ameri-
cans to be able to make up their own 
minds on what would work best for 
them. 

b 2145 

Well, how would this form work? It’s 
really pretty simple. Yes, you are 
going to need a little personal informa-
tion. I know the sensitivities to that 
with the census right now, but some 
personal information so that the taxes 
can be properly allocated to the proper 
individual. Income on one line: wages, 
tips, compensation. But this does ex-
clude interest, dividends, and capital 
gains. Interest and dividends would be 
taxed at the point of origin, not at the 
point that they are received by the in-
dividual. Personal exemptions. 

This form was drawn up a couple of 
years ago. These numbers, in fact, de-
pending upon how incomes have grown, 
may change a little bit. But essentially 
the first $36,000 for a family of four 
would be exempt from income taxes. 
Married, filing jointly, $25,580. Single 
head of household, $16,330. Number of 
dependents multiplied by $5,510. Add 
those all up. Taxable income, line 1, all 
income; minus deductions, line 3; line 
4, calculate the tax; multiply line 4 by 
.19; taxes already withheld, subtract 
that, get a refund or the taxes you owe. 

What did that take? Thirty seconds? 
Forty-five seconds? I read fast. The 
print was large. How different is that 
from what you just went through with 
your accountant? How different is that 
from what you have been doing with 
the Tax Code? 

If we gave the people the option of 
simplifying their lives or continuing 
the Tax Code, I think that over time 
you would see so many people leave the 
Code and opt for a simplified system as 

their lives became more simple, and 
you would no longer have the need for 
this great behemoth of an agency we 
now know as the IRS. It would just 
simply be a collection, a clearinghouse, 
for receiving these forms and tallying 
up the bills. 

Now, I went through some of the cal-
culations on the number of hours, the 
number of dollars. There is no way to 
calculate, no way to calculate, the 
hours of stress that the current IRS 
Code imposes on average, law-abiding 
Americans. It’s impossible to calculate 
or quantify the number of migraine 
headaches or tension headaches that 
are caused by trying to keep up with 
the IRS forms. 

One of the things that people tell me 
repetitively is, yes, they want to save 
money where they can, but one of the 
things they really want is they want 
some time back in their lives. How im-
portant would that be to give that time 
that is now devoted to compiling and 
going through check stubs at the end 
of the year and keeping receipts and 
keeping up and chasing papers all over 
the house and trying to run down ex-
penses that you didn’t keep up with 
and now you’re trying to go back and 
recreate those trails—how about giving 
all that time back to Americans who 
would prefer to be under a flat tax? 

You really do eliminate the special 
preferences. No double taxation of in-
terest and dividends. This bill creates a 
single-rate structure. No taxes on divi-
dends. No taxes on savings. We are told 
all our lives we have got to save 
money, and how insulting is that when 
passbook savings rates are extremely 
low but, on top of that, you have got to 
pay 25, 30 percent of that in income 
taxes? It erodes the incentive for sav-
ing. 

I will give you an example. When I 
was in the practice of medicine, I 
thought at one time I need to keep 3 
months of what it would cost me to run 
my practice. I need to keep 3 months in 
cash where I could get to it quickly if 
I needed to in order to keep the wolf 
from the door, if things weren’t going 
well financially. 

So I did that, and I got through the 
year, and everything went okay. And 
what I found was I was paying the busi-
ness tax then on that money that I had 
kept in the business, and when that 
money was eventually distributed to 
the partners, the doctors, it was taxed 
again. So we were doubly taxed on that 
money. 

I didn’t do that very long because 
there’s no reason to do that. Tax the 
money only one time when it’s distrib-
uted to the partners. Otherwise, there’s 
no reason to keep the money in the 
business and have to pay taxes on it 
twice, once when you earn it and once 
when it’s distributed. 

But the behavior behind wanting to 
keep 3 months of operating income, op-
erating capital available to me, that 
was a good concept. It that was a sound 
concept. But the Tax Code punished me 
for doing that. The Tax Code punished 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:35 Jul 08, 2010 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H15AP0.REC H15AP0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
D

5P
82

C
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2631 April 15, 2010 
me for sound thinking. The Tax Code 
punished me for being reasonable. 

Now, doing the tax via a flat tax 
would also remove the Clinton tax on 
Social Security earnings. And one of 
the things that really got me thinking 
about the flat tax when Congressman 
Armey wrote the book in 1995 and in-
troduced the legislation, the tax year 
1993, just out of pure serendipity, out of 
pure coincidence, Bill Clinton’s first 
year in office as President of the 
United States, he and I earned about 
the same amount of money. I think I 
earned just a little bit more, but I may 
have had a better year. 

Of course, the President’s income tax 
filing and the amount of income taxes 
the President paid were public knowl-
edge. That was printed in a story in the 
newspaper. So I did a very simple cal-
culation. His salary was X. This was 
the amount of money he had paid in 
taxes. So what percentage of his salary 
did he end up paying in taxes? And the 
number was within a percentage point 
or two of around 20, 21 percent. I did 
the same for my taxes, and I paid 31 
percent. 

So that led me to a conclusion that 
there was within our Tax Code the 
Clinton paradox. Why should two peo-
ple who earn essentially the same 
amount of dollars pay a substantially 
different tax rate? 

A flat tax would make a great deal 
more sense. There would be no reward 
for perhaps a questionable deduction 
from your income tax; and, at the same 
time, we could give people back a sig-
nificant amount of their time and en-
ergy during the course of the year with 
keeping up with receipts and that qual-
ity time that we all spend with our ac-
countant every year. So I credit Presi-
dent Clinton with making me a be-
liever in the concept of a flat tax, be-
cause it really came home at that 
point. 

What would happen with a flat tax? 
You think savings would increase if we 
stopped punishing people for saving 
money? It might. Businesses also 
would be taxed at a flat 19 percent with 
deductions for goods and services, ma-
terials, wages, salaries, and pensions 
and the purchase of capital equipment, 
structures, and land. And those capital 
outlays would be immediately ex-
pensed. We saw the power of that in 
2003 when the tax policy of 2003 was en-
acted. 

You know, in 2003, a lot of people 
don’t remember it now but we were 
having trouble with the unemployment 
rate being high. I think it was up to 6 
or 7 percent. And it was a terrible 
thing that it was that high, and Presi-
dent Bush was to blame for this, and 
we really needed to hold him account-
able for this high unemployment rate. 

So, okay, he did something about it. 
He did something about it with a 
change in the Tax Code, and that was 
passed in May of 2003. It was a conten-
tious vote when it happened. But after 
it passed, by July of 2003, job creation 
started on an upward trajectory; and 

really, until September of 2008, every 
quarter there was an increase in the 
number of jobs created in this country. 

We have got to create between 120,000 
and 150,000 jobs every month in this 
country just to keep up with people 
that are entering the workforce. So 
that was an extremely important 
change in the Tax Code, and one of the 
things it did was it allowed for imme-
diate expensing of capital outlays rath-
er than a long depreciation schedule in 
businesses, that the cap on capital out-
lays was increased significantly, from 
$10,000 to $30,000. The result was busi-
nesses did go out and make that cap-
ital investment, did improve their 
businesses; and, as a consequence, the 
tax receipts really increased. Jobs in-
creased. And it appeared to me that 
that was a sound way to go about deal-
ing with a downturn in the economy. 

And, Mr. Speaker, I frankly do not 
understand, do not understand why we 
will not undertake similar policies 
today with our unemployment hov-
ering around 10 percent. And one of the 
most pernicious aspects of that is 
young people just completing their 
education are ending up in the ranks of 
the unemployed and they are losing 
those early productive years, which 
may have a deleterious effect on the re-
mainder of their productive lifetime. 

It seems like almost any group with 
whom you speak, regardless of the age 
demographic, the beginning of the 
working years in the late teens and 
early 20s, the pre-retirement age, or 
those in between, everyone is having 
difficulty. Every one of those demo-
graphic groups is having trouble find-
ing work. And, as a consequence, we 
are creating what may well turn out to 
be a longitudinal problem that, should 
we take the time to solve it now, would 
really be to our great benefit. 

The long-term unemployment num-
bers are startlingly high. The unem-
ployment numbers for minorities are 
startlingly high. The unemployment 
numbers for people who are in their 
late teens and early 20s are startlingly 
high. Why wouldn’t we consider some-
thing that worked as recently as 8 or 9 
short years ago? In fact, those policies 
are going to expire, and we may well 
make things worse rather than better. 

One of the things that I do want to 
address, and we heard this in the last 
hour, on Tax Day 2010, are you better 
off this Tax Day? The little cartoon 
here says, ‘‘I’m sorry, sir, but you can’t 
claim Citibank, Goldman Sachs, AIG, 
Bank of America, Wells Fargo, Fannie 
Mae, Freddie Mac, GM, and Chrysler as 
dependents.’’ So are you better off this 
Tax Day? You answer the question. 

There is an option that we could take 
to fundamentally transform the tax 
system in this country, and it would be 
liberating for individuals and busi-
nesses alike. Fundamental tax reform 
in this country is something the Amer-
ican people are crying for. Eighty per-
cent, according to the American Solu-
tions Study from a year or two ago, 
want us to do something about that. 

Through both Democratic and Repub-
lican majorities, we have talked about 
it, but we haven’t taken that work on. 
President Bush convened a tax panel 
during his second term. The result of 
that was disappointing. The rec-
ommendations were all over the place, 
and no one really proposed legislation 
as a consequence of that tax reform 
panel. 

It is incumbent upon this Congress, 
the next Congress. Regardless of which 
party is in the majority, it is incum-
bent upon them to come to some real-
istic conclusions about simplifying the 
Tax Code. For too long we have put 
this burden on our citizens in order to 
get them to comply with what the pre-
vious speaker said was our obligation 
for living in a free society, and that is 
the payment of income taxes. For too 
long we have made that too difficult. 
We have made that too onerous. And, 
as a consequence, we have had a delete-
rious effect on our economy. Right 
now, our economy is suffering. We 
would do people a great service by sim-
plifying the Tax Code, unleashing the 
power of the American economy. 

Look, this economy is too vibrant to 
keep down for too long. Even the 
United States Congress is not capable 
of keeping this economy suppressed. 
The economy will recover. But the re-
covery will be more robust and more 
prolonged if we will create a sensible 
tax policy to go along with that recov-
ery. 

f 

b 2200 

THE DIRECTION THAT THIS 
NATION NEEDS TO GO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it’s a 
privilege and honor to have the oppor-
tunity to address you here on the floor 
of the House of Representatives. And 
having listened to my colleague, Doc-
tor and Congressman BURGESS, speak 
in the previous segment in the previous 
hour, I’ll pick up on some things that 
are on my mind and see if we can clar-
ify the direction that this Nation has 
taken and the direction that this Na-
tion needs to go. 

This is tax day, April 15. This is the 
day that there are a lot of bleary eyes 
from people that have stayed up way 
into the night trying to do their own 
taxes. We have some people out there 
that have borrowed the money to pay 
the tax preparer so that they can file 
their taxes on time. And we have peo-
ple that have paid the tax preparer to 
file an extension because they couldn’t 
get their paperwork in on time. 

We have a huge amount of American 
dollars that are invested in paying tax 
preparers and doing tax preparations. 
And I often think about this economy 
that we have and ask the question, you 
know, what about these sectors of the 
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economy? Is there anything contrib-
uted to the economy by paying ac-
countants and IRS agents to collect 
money? 

And I’ll argue that the White House 
gets it wrong. The President’s eco-
nomic advisers get it wrong. They seem 
to believe that this economy is a giant 
chain letter, and if they can just go 
into the U.S. Treasury, or borrow from 
China or borrow from the Saudis and 
dump a few hundred billion or a few 
trillion dollars into this economy and 
give a lot of it away and get people to 
spend the money, or do it on contracts 
and the shovel-ready projects, which 
actually are some of this that has the 
least amount of demerit and some 
merit to it—they seem to think that 
throwing these dollars through the 
economy stimulates the economy and 
then we grow. 

But the flaw in that premise is this, 
that, you know, this economy isn’t 
built on spending. It’s not built on 
something that’s viewed by the White 
House as a giant chain letter, where 
you just dump in the hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars, and somehow we go out 
and spend money and the economy 
spends. That’s the Keynesian econo-
mist approach. That’s the approach 
that John Maynard Keynes actually re-
butted himself back during the thirties 
when he said that he could solve all the 
unemployment in the world. 

Now, remember who Keynes was. He 
was an economist who was a contem-
porary of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. 
And he was credited with producing the 
concept that if you have a shrinking 
economy, you can stimulate it by bor-
rowing money and spend; the Federal 
Government can dump that money into 
the economy and have that flow 
through the economy and stimulate it. 

Now, John Maynard Keynes made the 
remark about the early or mid-thirties 
that he could solve all the unemploy-
ment in the world. This is how good 
this Keynesian economics approach it 
is, that he would solve all the unem-
ployment. This is the author of his own 
program, of course. He would solve all 
the unemployment in the world this 
way. If he could just go to an aban-
doned coal mine and go out into that 
abandoned coal mine with a little drill 
rig and drill a whole bunch of holes out 
there across that coal mine, and then 
he’d take American currency, cash 
money, greenbacks, and then bury 
them down in these holes in this aban-
doned coal mine. And then Keynes 
went on to say, he’d fill that whole 
coal mine up with garbage. 

Now we would have an abandoned 
coal mine with holes punched in it with 
drill rigs all over the place, presumably 
in some kind of grid pattern or random 
pattern, these holes all full of cash, 
hundreds of feet of garbage piled over 
the top of it. And he said he could solve 
all the unemployment in the world by 
just simply now turning the world’s en-
trepreneurs, or the American entre-
preneurs, loose to go dig out the gar-
bage, dig up the money and take the 
cash. 

That’s pretty similar to what you’re 
talking about with these Keynesian ec-
onomics. You try to get people to work 
to do things that are make-work. And 
the President himself said, we’re not 
going to pay people just to dig a hole 
and fill it back up. I thought that that 
was an interesting metaphor or way to 
compare that since I’ve spent my life 
digging holes and filling them back up. 
And I can tell you that it pays if you’re 
digging the hole for some purpose, that 
builds something that has value. 

Our economy, our economy, Mr. 
Speaker, needs to be built upon the 
foundation of increasing our produc-
tivity. Americans have to make things. 
We have to produce things. We have to 
expand services so that our economy 
grows. 

If you think of it in terms of what it 
would be like if we were still back in 
the tribal village, and if we didn’t have 
any money to work with, and we had to 
trade, how do we grow wealth? 

Well, some of us would make bows 
and arrows, and some of us would make 
the arrowheads, and some of the people 
would skin the hides and make the 
clothes. And pretty soon we’d find out 
that some are good at one thing, others 
are good at another thing, and then we 
start to trade these products back and 
forth, and we have clothing, and we 
have weapons, and we have utensils, 
and we have gardeners, and we have 
hunters and people that specialize. And 
after a while, this wealth builds be-
cause we acquire material goods that 
increase. 

First they provide the necessities of 
life, which the simplistic term is food, 
clothing, and shelter. And then we add 
to our material goods, all of this out of 
the wealth that comes from producing 
something that has value and trading 
it or selling it and then taking the 
money and buying something from 
someone else for something that has 
value to us. That’s how this economy 
works. And it’s got to be based on our 
productivity. Americans have to build 
things. We have to make things. 

And here we are on tax day with 
these millions of Americans that have 
filled out their forms and spent their 
money to do so so that they can do 
their best to comply. And a lot of 
Americans that don’t want to walk 
close to the edge of complying with the 
IRS, they don’t want to face an audit, 
and so they perhaps pay a little more 
in taxes than they owe because they 
don’t want the question to come up. 

Frank Luntz produced a number that 
was pretty interesting to me, and it 
was this: that 58 percent of Americans 
would rather have a root canal than a 
tax audit. I didn’t ask him if that was 
without anesthetic. For me, I’d take 
the root canal without the anesthetic 
before I would want to go through a tax 
audit. But a lot of the American people 
today are very concerned about a po-
tential tax audit, so they’re paying a 
little more taxes than they might oth-
erwise. 

They had to file. They drop it in at 
the last minute. And we have post of-

fices that will close at midnight to-
night so that people that are hustling 
up to fill out their tax returns can drop 
those in and get them postmarked by 
midnight. And that will be advertised, 
and they’ll plan it. And procrastination 
will take place. It’s not something we 
enjoy doing. 

This day, this day that the 16th 
amendment enabled all those years ago 
was a day that brought tens of thou-
sands of Americans into this city, and 
they have been demonstrating and ral-
lying and giving speeches and singing 
God Bless America. These are true pa-
triotic Americans that are here in this 
city today. And they’re at over 700 lo-
cations around America. 

We’re going to try to get a real count 
on how many Americans came out 
today that carried an American flag, 
that brought up the new standard of 
the constitutional conservatives that 
are the new majority makers for Amer-
ica. The new standard is an American 
flag and a yellow Gadsden Don’t Tread 
on Me Flag to fly. That Don’t Tread on 
Me, it carries a message that adds to 
Old Glory. And I am very, very happy 
to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that I have 
one flying outside my office at 1131 
Longworth. Anybody that walks by 
there that sees that flag knows where I 
stand. That’s the new standard of lib-
erty. It’s a new standard of freedom, 
and it supports and defends the United 
States of America. It flies with def-
erence to Old Glory, and it supports 
and defends the principles that are in 
the Constitution and the principles of 
free enterprise and free enterprise cap-
italism. 

I would wonder, watching the activi-
ties and the behaviors at the White 
House over this last year and a half or 
so, if they actually would agree with 
one of the questions that are on the 
naturalization flash cards that are put 
out by the U.S. citizenship immigra-
tion services. These are the people that 
provide the services to naturalize new 
legal immigrants to become American 
citizens. These flash cards, a stack 
about this thick, Mr. Speaker, and nice 
little glossy things about like that. 
And I regret that I didn’t bring one 
over here. 

But there are around 120-or-so ques-
tions, and it’ll start out on the one side 
of the flash card, you can read it and 
it’ll say, Who’s the Father of our coun-
try? And you snap it over the other 
way and it’ll say, we know this, Mr. 
Speaker, George Washington. 

You look at one side of another flash 
card and it will say, Who emancipated 
the slaves? Flip it over to the other 
side: Abraham Lincoln. 

Now here’s the one that might stump 
the White House today. And it’s this: 
What is the economic system of the 
United States of America? Flip that 
flash card over: free enterprise cap-
italism. 

b 2210 

Haven’t seen a lot of that going on 
out of the White House in quite some 
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time. In fact, when I look at what has 
been happening out at the White 
House, it starts with this. At the tail 
end of the Bush administration—with 
the full support and endorsement of 
then-candidate and United States Sen-
ator Barack Obama and now President, 
we saw the Secretary of the Treasury 
Henry Paulson come to this Capitol 
September 19, 2008. And he came into 
our closed-door session and he said, 
You need to give me $700 billion, and 
you need to give it to me now. And if 
you ask any questions or if you try to 
amend my request in any way, you’ll 
mess up the works. But what’s bound 
to happen or what could be happening 
is we could see a complete meltdown of 
the global currency and the confidence 
and capital and collateral, and we 
could see the entire world money sup-
ply fall apart if they lose this con-
fidence. 

So he said, Give me $700 billion, give 
it to me now, and if you have any 
ideas, they will not be as good as his 
own ideas. He said that he’d been 
watching this now for, I believe he said 
13 months and we had only been watch-
ing it for 24 hours—some had—there-
fore, his ideas were a lot better than 
ours and his should not be questioned. 
And to come to this Congress and ask 
for $700 billion of the taxpayers’ money 
without an assurance that his plan, if 
he carried it out and he got the money, 
would actually work. Well, that was 
the TARP proposal. Seven hundred bil-
lion. 

The Congress eventually authorized 
and appropriated $350 billion in one 
chunk in early October, I believe it 
was, of 2008 and another $350 billion to 
be reauthorized by the next Congress, 
people to be elected later, approved by 
people to be elected later and approved 
by a President to be elected later and a 
Secretary of the Treasury to be con-
firmed after his tax problems later. 

So that started this, $700 billion in 
TARP. And we saw in rapid-fire succes-
sion behind that came the nationaliza-
tion of three large investment banks, 
government takeover of three large in-
vestment banks. 

Then we saw, while this was going 
on, government takeover of the insur-
ance company, Mr. Speaker, AIG, to 
the tune of about $180 billion dumped 
in because, remember, these entities 
are entities that are too big to be al-
lowed to fail. 

Now, that’s a new concept for Amer-
ica. We never had that concept before. 
All through our history books and the 
current documents, I know of no place 
where we had come to a conclusion 
that these businesses were too big to be 
allowed to fail and so, therefore, we 
were going to prop them up with tax-
payer dollars. But that is what hap-
pened. 

$700 billion in TARP; three large in-
vestment banks nationalized, taken 
over by the Federal Government; AIG 
nationalized, taken over by the Federal 
Government; Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac taken over by the Federal Govern-

ment; and, by the way, formally locked 
into that full nationalization by Execu-
tive order of the President right before 
Christmas last year. And that saddled 
the American taxpayers with a $5.5 
trillion contingent liability in addition 
to the capital that had to go in to prop 
up Fannie and Freddie—and never 
mind all of the people that got rich out 
of that, including the Chief of Staff at 
the White House. 

So we don’t know what happened in 
all of those places because the chairs of 
the committees here in this Congress 
control the investigations of this Con-
gress. But we saw $700 billion in TARP, 
three large investment banks national-
ized—AIG nationalized, Fannie Mae, 
Freddie Mac nationalized. 

By now, Mr. Speaker, people are 
nervous, but they think they’ve elected 
some folks who understand high fi-
nance better than they do. This is a 
constitutional Republic, and we are to 
elect people to this Congress that owe 
the American people our best judgment 
and our best effort. And they trusted 
that best judgment and best effort and 
they trusted that we had access to 
more information and we’d use our 
good judgment. 

But when the Federal Government 
got into the nationalization of General 
Motors and Chrysler, all almost simul-
taneously, the American people began 
to lose their faith in the judgment of 
the White House and their Congress 
and their government. Because even 
though the American people may not 
have confidence that they understand 
investment banking and high finance 
and insurance or the secondary mort-
gage market, the Fannie and Freddie 
components of this, the American peo-
ple understand cars. We love our cars. 
We especially love our American-made 
cars. We love them. We drive them. We 
fix them. We show them. We collect 
them, and we make them. 

And we know that if you want to 
make an automobile and sell a lot of 
them, it takes a lot of dealers to sell 
them. Anybody’s intuition can tell 
them that if you go out in your garage 
or up in your attic or out in your shop 
and you invent the master widget and 
you patent that master widget and de-
cide you’re going to sell that widget 
across the country and the world, what 
you do easily is first lock down your 
patent, set up your manufacturing so 
you can meet the demand, and then 
you go out and set up dealers. And if 
you want to sell a lot of widgets, you 
have to have a lot of dealers, and you 
have to support and promote your deal-
ers. 

But when the Federal Government 
came in with a bankruptcy settlement 
that cut the numbers of dealers by 3,400 
dealers in America, the American peo-
ple know that the automakers didn’t 
have a financial burden with the auto 
dealers. The auto dealers owned their 
franchises. They supported themselves. 
They paid for the services that they 
got out of the automakers. And for the 
White House to decree that there was 

going to be 3,400 dealers that got shut 
down in America, not only was that an 
unjust taking of the property rights of 
their franchise, but it also brings about 
sales of less automobiles. You can’t sell 
more cars with fewer dealers even 
though they’ll say, Well, we had bigger 
and better dealers that were healthier. 
That is not the point. 

A lot of car dealers are face-to-face, 
retail marketing, neighborhood niche 
marketing. That service that goes on 
between the restaurant and the church 
and out there in the dealer’s lot, a lot 
of that got shut down. But the Amer-
ican people saw that happen, Mr. 
Speaker, and then they really lost 
their faith in the judgment of the 
White House and this Congress and the 
Federal Government and they began to 
pay attention. 

And we saw bankruptcy terms that 
were dictated by the White House, and 
when that was presented to the bank-
ruptcy court, there wasn’t a change 
that was made by that court. They ac-
cepted the terms that were dictated by 
the White House. 

And we had a car czar at the White 
House that was 31 years old that had 
never made a car, sold a car, I don’t 
think fixed a car—I don’t know if he 
owned one, and if he did, I don’t know 
if it was an American car. So all of this 
brings a high degree of nervousness on 
the part of the American people. 

And then they see the President of 
the United States go down there and do 
his glad-handed grip and grin with 
Hugo Chavez of Venezuela. When I saw 
those fellows standing side by side with 
this grip and grin of this two-handed 
handshake—the old buddy handshake— 
I looked at that, and someone asked 
me in the Washington Journal pro-
gram—I believe it was the following 
morning—what that made me think. 
Well, I thought a lot of the things that 
other people thought, but I also 
thought that Hugo Chavez is a 
nationalizer of the businesses that he’s 
taken over in Venezuela, including a 
cargo rice plant not too long earlier 
than that. He is a piker when it comes 
to nationalization compared to our 
President, Mr. Speaker. 

Three large investment banks na-
tionalized. AIG nationalized. Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac—formerly pri-
vate, marginally quasi-government at 
the time—nationalized. General Motors 
nationalized. Chrysler nationalized. 
The CEO of General Motors fired and 
replaced by the President of the United 
States. The President of the United 
States appoints all but two of the 
board members of General Motors. 

And the shareholders, the secured 
creditors saw their assets in those com-
panies wiped out. Even though they 
were secured assets, they wiped them 
out and they handed share ownership of 
171⁄2 percent of General Motors over to 
the unions. And the Speaker of the 
House, Mr. Speaker for the evening, 
made the statement going into this 
that she would not give bargaining le-
verage to the automakers over the 
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unions, and that is the way it shook 
out. The unions got bargaining lever-
age over the automakers. And now we 
have a Federal Government that is 
running the car companies, and the 
unions have an ownership share, at 
least in General Motors, to a signifi-
cant amount, 171⁄2 percent is my recol-
lection. 

And then on top of that, if you’re a 
government, a Federal Government, 
and you’re running a car company like 
General Motors or Chrysler and you’re 
having trouble competing, you’re also 
running the regulatory organization. 

b 2220 

So I am not, Mr. Speaker, suggesting 
that I know anything that the Amer-
ican people don’t know about what 
might have brought about the intense 
scrutiny of Toyota that cost them at 
least a $16 million fine for their throt-
tle and untold amounts of negative 
publicity on their throttle control and 
a number of other things. 

But I will only submit, Mr. Speaker, 
that I have the American people com-
ing to me on a regular basis and ask 
me if that intense scrutiny of the regu-
lators on Toyota couldn’t have some-
thing to do with the need of the Fed-
eral Government to see General Motors 
and Chrysler succeed, perhaps, more. 

I don’t have any evidence that would 
suggest that. But the appearance of im-
propriety certainly exists, Mr. Speak-
er, and the American people don’t want 
to see one-third of their private sector 
activity nationalized and taken over by 
the Federal Government. But that’s 
what’s happened, one-third of the pri-
vate sector activity swallowed up in 
those eight entities that I talked 
about. 

Oh, and by the way, on the tail end of 
that is $787 billion in this thing called 
the economic stimulus plan, of which 6 
percent of Americans think actually 
worked, 94 percent believe that it 
didn’t help and didn’t do any good. 

Now, this is a pretty sick scenario, 
$700 billion in TARP, $787 billion in 
economic stimulus plan, eight huge na-
tional entities nationalized—and these 
are net private entities that are na-
tionalized—one-third of the private 
sector activity nationalized. Now 
where are we? Now we get to 
ObamaCare, and ObamaCare is another 
18 percent that was formerly private. 
Now it’s under the auspices of the Fed-
eral Government, command and con-
trol and regulate. 

Yes, some will say that these are pri-
vate insurance companies, and it’s not 
the Federal Government. But the Fed-
eral Government will effectively cancel 
every health insurance policy in Amer-
ica and reauthorize only those that 
meet the new standards that will be 
written, not the standards that we 
have today. 

The options that the American peo-
ple have will be diminished, not in-
creased. American freedom will be di-
minished and not increased. The costs 
will go up for these premiums, because 

the Federal Government will impose 
more and more mandates on these 
health insurance policies. They will re-
quire that every health insurance pol-
icy covers contraceptives, and they 
will require that it covers mental 
health, and they will require piece 
after piece after piece, and one of these 
is require that health insurance poli-
cies cover the children up to age 26. 
Huh. I didn’t really raise a family with 
the idea that my kids would start to 
grow up at age 26, and the law has been 
that 18 is a good place to say that they 
are grown up. Now, we like to keep 
them around longer than that and get 
them a college education and transi-
tion them into adulthood, but we do 
not need the super nanny Federal Gov-
ernment setting a 26-year standard be-
cause somebody in this Congress 
thought it was a good idea. 

I had a young man come to me this 
afternoon at one of the Tea Party ral-
lies; and he said, well, I am 23 years 
old. Don’t you want me to have insur-
ance under my parents until I am 26? 
And I said, no, I want you to grow up. 
When do you think you are going to be 
an adult? You are not one yet at 23? 

I mean, well, then why 26? Why not 
28? Why not 32? Why not all the way to 
Medicare eligibility? Then you have 
got the whole thing covered. 

This is the mentality that’s going on. 
This is a President that believes in sin-
gle payer. He said so over and over 
again. He debated Hillary Clinton, who 
was for single payer. The bill that she 
brought back to this Congress in 1993 
and 1994 was single payer. That means 
that the Federal Government pays it 
all. 

They got all they could get to toss us 
into the abyss of socialized medicine. 
They went as far as they could go. 
They imposed a bill on the American 
people, that ObamaCare bill that about 
3 weeks ago passed off the floor of this 
House and went to the White House for 
his signature. On the day that it passed 
this House and went to the White 
House, it could not have passed the 
United States Senate. On the merits of 
the bill, it sure looked to me like it 
couldn’t pass the House either, Mr. 
Speaker. 

But, nevertheless, ObamaCare be-
came the law of the land, and it’s going 
to take 4 years to implement the so-
cialized medicine policy, but imme-
diately the tax increases kick in. And 
so I will lay out a better sequence, I 
think, Mr. Speaker, and it is this. 

The American people are rising up. 
They have filled this capital city up 
time and time again. They did so on 
November 5 of last year. They did so on 
November 7. They did so the previous 9/ 
12. The day after September 11, the 9/12 
Project Group, hundreds of thousands 
came to this city. 

They are doing it again. This coming 
September, there will be other rallies 
across the country. The tens of thou-
sands that are here in this city today 
are multiplied across some 700 loca-
tions, thousands and thousands of peo-

ple that I think will add up into the 
millions that come to the streets and 
say, enough, I have had enough. I have 
had enough of watching my country 
run into the ditch. I have had enough 
of watching this overspending, this ir-
responsible increase in our spending 
without regard to trying to balance a 
budget or any sense of fiscal responsi-
bility. 

If you simply want something for 
your constituents and you sit on Ap-
propriations Committee or you are in 
tight with the Speaker or you have 
somebody, then a staff that can write 
that number in for you, the spending 
just comes, and we will see. 

We will see again no appropriation 
bills probably come out of this House, 
no budget probably come out of this 
House, because if we passed a budget, 
however irresponsible the budget is, it 
still is a spending constraint and a de-
bate point. So they are going to avoid 
a budget and just spend all the money 
they want to spend. But they have a 
little trouble because there is an elec-
tion coming and the American people 
are getting real savvy to these tricks. 

So what I think will happen will be 
we will see a continuing resolution or 
several of them that deal with these 
appropriations components, kick the 
can down the road. Then there will be 
an election in early November, and 
then I think they come back with an 
omnibus spending bill that will take 
these continuing resolutions, these 
CRs, as we call them, and stack it up in 
about 3,600 pages and someplace be-
tween 500 billion and a trillion or more 
dollars will get spent. And there won’t 
be any amendments allowed, and there 
will be a limited amount of debate, 
and, once again, the American people 
will not have the opportunity to scruti-
nize what’s going on here in this House 
of Representatives. 

I suggest this, that I have a bill 
that’s called the CUT Act, to cut the 
unnecessary tab is what CUT stands 
for, cut the unnecessary tab, the CUT 
Act. And it recognizes that there is an 
upward spiral of spending that’s natu-
rally built into this system. The Presi-
dent proposes his spending. The House, 
by Constitution, has to start the spend-
ing here. If the House doesn’t want to 
say no to the President of the United 
States, they just simply take the 
President’s proposed budget and add 
the things into it that they want, and 
they send it over to the Senate, who 
doesn’t want to say no to the President 
and doesn’t want to say no to the 
Speaker of the House or the will of the 
House. So they simply accept the 
spending that’s come from the Presi-
dent, increased by the House, and they 
stack their spending goodies on top of 
that. 

The Senate is really good at adding 
lots of billions of dollars, and now it 
has to come back around to the House 
where the Speaker will not want to say 
no to the Senate or the President 
again. So it will jack up the spending 
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again, and the bill will go to the Presi-
dent’s desk, and we will go deeper into 
debt. 

That’s the spending spiral that hap-
pens when you have a ruling troika, 
Mr. Speaker. That’s when the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Speaker 
of the House, and the Majority Leader 
in the United States Senate, all of the 
same party, all with super majorities— 
well, HARRY REID is just one short of 
that super majority over there—the 
three of them could go into a phone 
booth and decide what they want to do 
with, to or for America. 

What has happened has been a sad, 
sad state of affairs indeed, irrespon-
sible spending, ObamaCare, unconstitu-
tional, and in a whole number of ways, 
no budget coming forth, the tax cuts 
that were so important in stimulating 
our economy back in 2003, that would 
be those cuts that were signed into law 
May 28, 2003, the second half of the 
Bush tax cuts. Those tax cuts are set to 
expire at the end of this year. 

Right now, Mr. Speaker, it’s a good 
year to die, because there is no inherit-
ance tax. However, it goes back to a 
super high rate the first of next year, 
and no action has been taken. 

And even though we have a bit of an 
extenders package today, there is noth-
ing there for the blenders credit for 
biodiesel, and it’s hanging our capital 
investment out to dry. The people that 
have followed the direction of the Fed-
eral Government and risked their cap-
ital, when the government put out the 
message that was we want to see re-
newable fuels developed in an industry 
and to replace at least in part gasoline, 
we built an industry, the ethanol in-
dustry, the biodiesel industry. In fact, 
the first legislation that I drafted and 
introduced as a new Member of Con-
gress was that blenders credit for bio-
diesel. 

b 2230 

And these biodiesel plants now, with 
hundreds of millions of dollars invested 
and hundreds of thousands of employ-
ees altogether, have shut down, many 
of them, perhaps all of them in my 
State are shut down and they are being 
mothballed. There is silence there 
where there was production before, 24/7 
production in many of their cases. Now 
it’s silence. You might hear a fan run. 
It’s a cooling fan; that’s about it. They 
have to make a decision on whether 
they walk away and cut their employ-
ees loose and leave them unemployed 
and lose that good core workforce or 
whether they try to eke it out and stay 
in. And this Congress has an obligation 
to turn that card over and get that 
blender’s credit passed so that the 14 
plants that I know of in Iowa that are 
shut down that are viable with it can 
get up and running again. One of those 
plants is being dismantled and shipped 
to India. 

I make this point to the Speaker and 
the environmentalists that are in this 
Congress, that if it’s your idea to build 
a second generation of renewable fuels, 

such as cellulosic ethanol or sugar- 
cane based or whatever it might be, un-
less we have a viable first generation 
which we have built—and it’s not via-
ble today without the credit—if we 
don’t have a viable first-generation re-
newable fuel, then we’re not going to 
be able to build a second generation. 
You cannot attract capital to that in-
dustry when government doesn’t keep 
their word. And this time it has gone 
on too long; it has gone on since the 
first day of this year. 

This is the 15th of April. That’s Janu-
ary, February, March and half of April, 
and all of those have been money-los-
ing weeks for the people that stepped 
forward to do the bidding of the gov-
ernment. So I’m hopeful that we get 
that turned around and get that passed 
out of this House and we do so soon and 
send that component at least to the 
President. It is a responsibility, and it 
is irresponsible to just kick the can 
down the road. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I take us back to 
ObamaCare. And what is the solution? 
First, I think I should go through a list 
of some of the things that are wrong. A 
half a trillion dollar cut in Medicare 
punishes our seniors. I represent, I be-
lieve, the most senior congressional 
district in America. A half a trillion 
cut, and what happens? AARP, or the 
American Association of Retired Per-
sons—or People—cut a deal with the 
White House to support a half a trillion 
dollar cut to the benefits to their mem-
bers. And why? I think it’s because the 
bill mandates that people buy insur-
ance, and AARP is in the insurance 
business. I don’t know that, but I 
would sure like to hear the straight 
story about what went on back there 
with the President and Rahm Emanuel 
and the representatives of AARP. 

I’d like to know what went on with 
the health insurance companies, why 
so many of them supported this. This is 
anathema to their beliefs. But could 
they have just concluded that the Fed-
eral Government is going to compel ev-
erybody to buy health insurance, 
therefore it’s a bigger market for 
them? And why would they feed the al-
ligator, hoping that they get eaten 
last? Haven’t they seen the pattern? Do 
I need to explain that, Mr. Speaker? 
Okay, I will. 

I’m glad that you nodded in the af-
firmative. And that would be this: back 
in the sixties—I think the year would 
have been ’62 and ’63—we had at that 
time all of the property and casualty 
flood insurance in America was pri-
vate, not government. And because we 
had had some floods, there was an ar-
gument made in this Congress that the 
Federal Government should provide all 
the flood insurance—or should provide, 
excuse me, competition in the flood in-
surance business. And so the Federal 
Flood Insurance Program began just to 
keep the insurance companies honest 
and make sure they could provide the 
flood insurance that was necessary in 
the flood plains that we had. 

So one would think that the Federal 
Government would set up a little com-

pany and sell flood insurance and these 
other companies would just get more 
competitive, leaner and meaner, and 
more of them, perhaps, and we would 
have good flood insurance in America. 
But what happened was the Federal 
Government squeezed out 100 percent 
of the private sector property and cas-
ualty flood insurance so that today, 
Mr. Speaker, if you want to buy flood 
insurance for your home or your office 
or your factory or your farm, or what-
ever it might be, you have no choice 
but to buy that flood insurance that’s 
provided by the Federal Government. 
That’s what has happened. One hundred 
percent of the private sector in 1962, 
and over a number of years the Federal 
Government swallowed up all of the 
private sector flood insurance. 

Now, one might say this is an anom-
aly, it really isn’t a pattern, it was a 
circumstance, it had special cir-
cumstances involved with it so we 
can’t anticipate that the Federal Gov-
ernment will swallow up the health in-
surance industry. Well, here is the de-
finitive irony, and that is this: years 
ago—about the time that I was going 
to college anyway—I believe that all of 
our student loans were private, not 
government. And then government de-
cided they wanted to get into the busi-
ness, so they took a chunk of the stu-
dent loans over. But they said, oh, we 
don’t want to own it all, we don’t want 
to run the whole thing, we just simply 
want to provide some competition here 
because that will make everybody bet-
ter. I don’t know why anyone would 
think that the private sector doesn’t 
provide enough competition, and I will 
talk about that in a moment, Mr. 
Speaker. 

So when the Federal Government got 
involved in the student loan business 
only to provide some competition and 
do a segment of the market and let 
them compete against each other, a lot 
of us said, no, the Federal Government 
is positioning themselves to take over 
100 percent of the student loans pro-
gram. And however that was denied for 
some time, it hasn’t been denied in this 
Congress since Speaker PELOSI picked 
up the gavel, not by the other side of 
the aisle, not by GEORGE MILLER. It 
was his goal all along, and he will tell 
you that he’s been honest about that. 
But in any case, that’s what happened. 
Written into the reconciliation pack-
age of ObamaCare was the final nail in 
the coffin to anything except Federal 
student loan programs. The private 
stuff was all swallowed up, it’s wrapped 
up, it’s packaged up, and it’s wiped out. 

So we have examples before us: flood 
insurance, formerly 100 percent pri-
vate, Federal Government got involved 
in that, now it’s 100 percent govern-
ment. You have the student loan pro-
gram that was formerly 100 percent pri-
vate, the Federal Government got in-
volved in that, now it’s 100 percent gov-
ernment. And here we are, the health 
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insurance program, where the Presi-
dent of the United States has consist-
ently said we don’t have enough com-
petition in the health insurance indus-
try so he just wanted to start one more 
company, a Federal health insurance 
company, just to provide some com-
petition. No, it would never replace all 
those other companies, just to provide 
some competition. Now, here are some 
facts that I mentioned that I would 
bring out a few minutes ago: 

When ObamaCare passed, we had 1,100 
health insurance companies in Amer-
ica, 1,100. That’s not a mistake; it’s not 
a decimal point out of line. We have— 
or at least a couple, 3 weeks ago had 
that many companies, 1,100 health in-
surance companies selling right in the 
neighborhood of 100,000 possible health 
insurance policy variations. So if you 
go shopping out there, 1,100 companies, 
100,000 policies and 50 States—and, yes, 
you can’t buy in all those because buy-
ing insurance across State lines is not 
something that has been accepted. 

So, simply, if you wanted more com-
petition, you would allow people to buy 
insurance across State lines and you 
would end this question. But the Presi-
dent’s idea was create some Federal 
competition because what happens is 
when the Federal Government gets in-
volved, then they turn in and they sub-
sidize. And when they subsidize, then 
no private sector can compete with 
them. Oh, and by the way, a little 
known tidbit fact, the Federal Flood 
Insurance Program that they run 100 
percent of now is $19 billion in the red. 
So the premiums don’t reflect the risk, 
and people continue to build in the 
flood plains out of proportion to the 
high risk that’s there, and we have 
more and more property that we have 
to protect with Federal taxpayer dol-
lars, and it just snowballs, and it gets 
worse and worse and worse. 

Well, ObamaCare drives up cost, it 
discourages research and development, 
it will reduce quality, it discourages 
doctors and health care providers. I 
said that our doctors in America, they 
may not be on suicide watch, but they 
are assigned to only use plastic silver-
ware, and it’s kind of hard to conduct 
surgery with that, so it has been real 
hard on the health care providers. 

b 2240 

The freedom and the liberty compo-
nent of this is the worst part when we 
think, Mr. Speaker, that, ever since 
1973, the people on that side of the 
aisle—I’ll call it the left side of the 
aisle—primarily, and a few on our side 
made the argument that Roe v. Wade is 
settled law, that a woman has a right 
to an elective abortion under any cir-
cumstances and that the government 
has no business telling a woman what 
she can or can’t do with her body. That 
argument was made by men and 
women—by almost everybody on that 
side of the aisle and by a few of the 
people on this side of the aisle. It’s a 
pretty interesting point. The Federal 
Government has no business telling a 

woman what she can or can’t do with 
her body. 

Now look at it. The very same people 
who have made this argument since 
1973 are saying to us, Well, the Federal 
Government has every right to tell ev-
eryone in America what they can or 
can’t do with their bodies, and that in-
cludes thou shalt buy a government-ap-
proved health insurance policy or sign 
up for Medicaid. We’ll make sure we 
can give you a stipend if you don’t 
have the money, and we’ll tax you if 
you do have the money. If you’re an 
employer with 50 or more employees, 
you’ll have to make sure they all have 
government-approved health insurance. 
If you’re an employer with 49 employ-
ees, thou would be stupid to hire the 
50th one. 

So we’ll see a lot of small businesses 
that will reach that level of growth, 
and they’ll stop. They might go out 
and create another entity and roll 
some employees into that and stop. We 
will not just see all kinds of machina-
tions of business configurations for the 
purposes of tax delay or avoidance that 
is driven by this Tax Day and the IRS, 
but we are going to see, also, business 
models that will be configured in order 
to avoid the Federal mandate because 
the Federal mandate requiring people 
to provide health insurance because 
they’re employers is immoral and is 
unjust and is impractical, and it will 
create convoluted business arrange-
ments. 

I am for, Mr. Speaker, abolishing 
ObamaCare, for repealing ObamaCare. I 
have introduced a bill that repeals 
ObamaCare. Congresswoman MICHELE 
BACHMANN has also introduced a bill 
that repeals ObamaCare. They happen 
to be verbatim in their language. 
PARKER GRIFFITH has one and, I be-
lieve, BOB INGLIS. They are a couple 
other names that come to mind. I am 
for all of them. I want to work with all 
of them and with everyone else who 
has a bill. It’s interesting. Within the 
2,700 pages of ObamaCare, nobody read 
it all, I don’t believe. If they did, they 
didn’t understand it all. 

I have a bill that I drafted that ad-
dresses this, and it’s far better than the 
one they put in. I asked the College Re-
publicans to sit and listen while I read 
through my bill, every word of it, and 
I asked them to pay attention and not 
to lose their concentration. I read the 
40 words, not 2,700 pages, not 40 titles, 
not 40 pages, not even a page. I read 40 
words on a page that essentially say to 
repeal ObamaCare, every bit of it, to 
pull it out by the roots. Now I’m going 
to embellish beyond the language. 
Take it out. Repeal ObamaCare lock, 
stock and barrel. Pull it out root and 
branch. Make sure there is not a ves-
tige or a remnant of any DNA particle 
of ObamaCare left in the Federal code, 
because this policy that was and had 
become a toxic stew that was now 
force-fed to the American people has 
become a malignant tumor in our soci-
ety, and what we do with malignant tu-
mors that are on the verge of metasta-

sizing is we take them out, and we pull 
them out by the roots. We cut out the 
entire tumor. If there happens to be a 
little good tissue around the edges, it’s 
better to err on that side than it is to 
leave some malignant cells. 

There is not one single part of 
ObamaCare that should be retained by 
this new Congress, and I expect to have 
a discharge petition down here at the 
well sometime in the next few weeks 
asking Members to sign onto it, work-
ing our way towards 2018 so we can 
send a repeal bill out of the House of 
Representatives. Hopefully, the Senate 
will pick this up as well. 

The sequence becomes this: Yes, if we 
could get it there—and it’s a hard task 
to get it there, and I’m not predicting 
it’s possible. Everything is possible. 
SCOTT BROWN is in the United States 
Senate today. So, with that optimism 
in mind and knowing that northern 
Iowa beat Kansas in the NCAA tour-
nament, I’m pretty confident there is a 
chance that we can repeal ObamaCare 
in this Congress. There is a chance. We 
put the marker down, Mr. Speaker. 
Then we have an election in November. 

The President is fond of saying, Push 
the reset button. I think what we have 
in America today is that millions of 
people are in a different place politi-
cally than the administration is. A lot 
of them didn’t know what they voted 
for. They voted for change. They had 
Bush fatigue. They wanted to shift the 
way we do business. Some of them— 
and a lot of them now—have buyer’s re-
morse for what they did. You have the 
newly activated constitutional con-
servatives across this full spectrum of 
people. You have the 9/12 Project 
Group, all of the patriot groups, the 
Independents who are newly activated, 
the Republicans who are in greater 
numbers, newly activated constitu-
tional conservatives, and all of that. 

Mr. Speaker, they intend to make a 
difference, and I intend to make a dif-
ference with them. The constitutional 
conservatives I’ve described represent 
the new majority makers in America, 
the heart of the heartland, and the val-
ues that flow from there which index 
from California to Massachusetts into 
the Northeast, the Northwest, the 
Southeast, and beyond. 

This Congress today doesn’t rep-
resent the will of the American people. 
By 2 to 1, they oppose ObamaCare. It’s 
still the law of the land today, and it 
can and must be repealed, every single 
bit of it. There is no excuse for those 
who voted ‘‘no’’ on ObamaCare to be 
anything except in favor of a full re-
peal of ObamaCare. 

After this Congress has reset at the 
election in November and after the 
swearing in of the new Congress on 
January 3 of 2011, we will exert the will 
of the American people, and 
ObamaCare will be repealed. I expect 
that the President will veto such a re-
peal. When that happens, we will have 
on record the will of this Congress, the 
will of the United States Senate. 

We will have the opportunity then 
with the appropriations bills to refuse 
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to allow any of the appropriated funds 
to be used to implement ObamaCare. 
With simple majorities in this House, 
which is where all funding and spend-
ing has to start by Constitution, we 
will be able to shut off the implemen-
tation of ObamaCare. We can do that 
for all of 2011 and send another repeal 
bill to the President’s desk, which he is 
likely going to veto. In 2012, we can do 
the same thing for the appropriations 
cycle so that there is not a shred of 
ObamaCare that gets implemented, not 
in 2011, not in 2012. 

Then we will have a new Presidential 
election in 2012, and we will have a new 
President. We will have a President 
who will sign a repeal of ObamaCare, 
and we will put it on his desk in Janu-
ary or February of 2013. We can begin 
the process then of real health care re-
form. 

We need to do it, Mr. Speaker, not 
with a big Republican bill, not like this 
2,700-page ObamaCare bill. We need to 
set up our priorities for health care, 
and we need to move down the line, one 
after another after another, with clear, 
standalone pieces of legislation that 
actually fix this problem and reform it 
in a way that the free market and the 
doctor-patient relationship are im-
proved. The trial lawyers are going to 
have to give up a lot. We’ll just go 
right on down the line, one after an-
other, with standalone pieces of legis-
lation. We can actually implement 
real, logical free market reforms and 
have that all done before ObamaCare 
would be implemented under the plan 
that is laid out today, because those 
pieces don’t come into place, in final-
izing most of them, until the beginning 
of 2014. 

So what we can do is go through the 
sequence of this: Repeal ObamaCare; 
win the majority; shut off the funding 
for the implementation of ObamaCare; 
run a new election; expand a new ma-
jority in the House and the Senate; 
elect a new President; and repeal 
ObamaCare; pull it completely out by 
the roots so there is not a vestige of it 
left behind, not one single particle of 
its DNA left behind. 

We can do all of that, Mr. Speaker, 
and still bring real reforms and put 
them in place and have them up and 
running before ObamaCare would have 
even kicked in. The American people 
will have their freedom, and they will 
have their liberty. That is the most 
egregious violation. From a constitu-
tional perspective, ObamaCare is un-
constitutional in several ways: 

One, there is nothing in the enumer-
ated powers that grants this Congress 
authority to establish ObamaCare—we 
can go into that in more detail—and 
it’s a violation of the Commerce 
Clause. There are people and have al-
ways been people who have been born, 
who have lived and died who have not 
participated in health care at all but 
who would be compelled to buy a prod-
uct produced or approved by the Fed-
eral Government for the first time in 
history just to be an American. In spite 

of what some of the people have tried 
to argue, there is no example to the 
contrary. 

It is a violation of the Equal Protec-
tion Clause. People in Florida are 
treated differently than the people in 
Texas. It’s not the Cornhusker Kick-
back any longer, but there is a package 
in Louisiana that treats Louisianans 
differently than it does the people in 
all the rest of the country. 

b 2250 
There’s a strong argument on equal 

protection violation. And there’s a 10th 
Amendment violation; these powers 
need to be reserved for the States or 
the people respectively, not the big 
reach of the Federal Government. 

All of this needs to happen. We can 
do this and we will have the leadership 
in this country and in this Congress to 
get it done. 

I see that we have a strong leader 
from east Texas, the Aggie, my friend, 
Judge LOUIE GOHMERT. I would be 
happy to yield so much time as the 
gentleman from Texas may consume. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate my 
friend from Iowa yielding. 

What was one of the most heart-
breaking aspects of this health care 
bill that was crammed down the 
throats of Americans, a majority of 
whom were begging and pleading and 
demanding not to pass it, but it was 
the aspect of the increased taxes at a 
time when we’re in a recession. We 
could not afford increased taxes which 
was going to bring about an end to 
more jobs. We couldn’t afford what was 
in the bill which meant that people 
were going to be laid off. It meant that 
people were going to have salaries cut. 
It meant that people were going to lose 
their health care insurance. Because 
whoever’s staffer or the special interest 
groups, all those folks that worked on 
this thing, they knew a number of 
things. First of all, of course, 
whoever’s staffer in leadership helped 
draft it made sure the leadership staff 
was not included in the mandate for 
Members of Congress and their staffs to 
have to participate in the Federal pro-
gram, so they knew they didn’t want to 
be part of it. 

But then here we are in a recession. 
It should be all about jobs. It should be 
about careers and helping people get 
back employment so that once they 
have the jobs, they’ve got employment, 
they can do the things they used to do 
that helped drive the economy: go back 
to the store and pick up something to 
wear; go back to a restaurant and get 
something to eat. And then that feeds 
those that work in the restaurant and 
the cycle goes on. 

Instead, we increased taxes $500 bil-
lion over 10 years; $50 billion a year av-
erage. Employers were telling us in ad-
vance of the vote, If you do this, it’s 
going to cost us billions of dollars 
across the country. We’re going to have 
to either lay people off, we’re going to 
have to cut people’s salary, we’re going 
to have to drop their health care insur-
ance. 

And so in the bill, you’ve got a provi-
sion that if you’re considered not a 
small business, meaning less than 50 
workers, then you’ve got a choice: you 
either provide the mandated health in-
surance at the level required or you 
pay a $2,000 fine. There’s a little gim-
mick in there. You deduct 30 from the 
number of employees, so if you’ve got 
50, then you deduct 30 and you pay 20 
times $2,000, or $40,000, or you buy 
health insurance for all 50 employees. 
$40,000, less than a thousand dollars per 
employee, or health insurance for 50. 

Well, it’s a no-brainer. So many busi-
nesses with the added taxes that are in 
this bill are already saying, We’ve got 
to make cuts somewhere. If we can get 
away with only paying $40,000 instead 
of paying many times that for health 
insurance for our 50 employees, that’s 
what we’re going to have to do so we 
can keep them employed. That doesn’t 
insure the 30 million that we were told 
was the whole purpose of this bill. In 
fact, it will ultimately throw more 
than that off of their own health insur-
ance. 

‘‘If you like your health insurance, 
you’ll keep it.’’ People all across Amer-
ica heard that over and over. Appar-
ently it simply was not true. The only 
question is, did the person making 
those statements know that they were 
not true when they were made? Or did 
it become a matter of convenience to 
strip everybody’s health insurance at a 
later date? Either way, it was grossly 
unfair to all the people who did like 
their health insurance. 

Reforms needed to be made, there’s 
no question. We all agree on that. We 
could have worked together to provide 
those reforms. Instead, we had a mon-
strosity of a bill that simply got 
crammed down everybody’s throat. 
That is what’s most troubling. 

I’ve already gotten the calls, I’ve got-
ten emails, I’m hearing people say 
they’ve been laid off, a family member 
has been laid off, they’ve been told 
they’re going to have to cut their sala-
ries. Why? Because we rushed this 
health care bill and rammed it through 
without most of the people in this body 
bothering to read it. I read all I could 
in the short period of time and I read 
enough to know that this is a disaster 
for America. 

But if you’re into government con-
trolling everything, then you’ve got to 
love it, because it’s sure going to have 
more government: 17,000 more IRS 
agents monitoring everybody monthly 
to make sure they’re complying with 
the insurance requirements. How amaz-
ing, though. We hear from our friends 
across the aisle, We’re concerned about 
the hardworking poor in America. 

Well, guess what: If you make under 
133 percent of the poverty level when 
this disaster kicks in in 2013, 2014, 
you’re not going to have a choice. 
When you need health care, you’re 
going to be thrown into Medicaid. I 
heard that Walgreens said they’re not 
going to take any more Medicaid pre-
scriptions. Doctors are saying we can’t 
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make enough money to pay for the 
care, much less make a profit, so 
they’re not taking Medicaid. 

What a disaster for America. This 
needs our attention. But the heart-
breaking aspect I keep coming back to 
is, people didn’t have to lose their job, 
lose their insurance. Businesses didn’t 
have to pay this much more tax. But 
we rushed it through. And I come back 
to a quote by George Washington, who 
said, ‘‘Government is not reason, it is 
not eloquence, it is force; like fire, it is 
a dangerous servant and a fearful mas-
ter.’’ 

When this government was designed 
by our Founders, it was never intended 
to be the master of people. The people 
were meant to be the masters of this 
government; and this bill has thrown 
that all out of whack just as George 
Washington and so many of our Found-
ers anticipated, and it requires the ac-
tions of Americans running to the 
sound of legislation to help prevent 
any more from this fearful master, as 
George Washington put it. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, I very much thank my friend 
from east Texas, the Aggie, for coming 
to the floor this time of the night. I 
know it’s been a long day, sustainful of 
lots of energy in rallies all across the 
city and the country and 700 plus of 
those. 

We want a smaller government, not a 
larger government. We want a con-
stitutional government. The number 
one priority that’s being asked of us is 
to cite the sections of the Constitution 
that grant us the authority in every 
bill we introduce in this Congress. I’ve 
never done that, but I think it’s a very 
good idea. 

I’ll say I have cited it when it comes 
to the time to pass a constitutional 
amendment or to repeal. I’m going to 
continue to pay attention to that. I 
think that’s a very good idea. The 
thing that seems to draw the most 
emotion and the most mindset and the 
most thought is ObamaCare, the urge 
for the full repeal of ObamaCare, be-
cause we know intuitively that 
ObamaCare is unconstitutional, as I 
said; it’s unfundable, it’s 
unsustainable, and, Mr. Speaker, it’s 
unforgivable to do this to the Amer-
ican people. The American people will 
not forget and they will not forgive and 
those that they do support in this new 
majority that’s being driven by the 
constitutional conservatives, those 
that they do support had better keep 
their word. And when they give their 
oath here on the floor of this Congress, 
the new freshman class, which will be a 
large one, they better take their oath 
seriously to the Constitution. I con-
tinue to stand with it. I know the gen-
tleman from Texas does. Many of my 
colleagues do the same. It’s a serious 
oath. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the atten-
tion that you’ve given us this evening 
and the opportunity to address you 
here on the floor of the House. We cov-
ered a little bit of the subject matter 

that’s important and imperative to 
this country. 

I would yield back the balance of my 
time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. BORDALLO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of official busi-
ness. 

Mr. TOWNS (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today on ac-
count of official business. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POLIS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. ALTMIRE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POLIS, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 
today and April 22. 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, April 
22. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, April 22. 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. POSEY, for 5 minutes, April 20. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 

minutes, today. 
f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4851. An act to provide a temporary 
extension of certain programs, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced her signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S.J. Res. 25. Granting the consent and ap-
proval of Congress to amendments made by 
the State of Maryland, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, and the District of Columbia to the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Reg-
ulation Compact. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 p.m.), under its previous 
order, the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, April 16, 2010, at 1 p.m. 

f 

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES 

The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

‘‘I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.’’ 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 111th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

THEODORE E. DEUTCH, Florida, Nine-
teenth. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7022. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Potato Research 
and Promotion Plan [Doc. No.: AMS-FV-09- 
0024; FV-09-706C] received April 1, 2010 to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

7023. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Flutolanil; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0553; FRL-8817-9] 
received March 30, 2010 to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

7024. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a letter 
regarding mobilization of reserve component 
service members to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

7025. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Federal Home 
Loan Bank Housing Associates, Core Mission 
Activities and Standby Letters of Credit 
(RIN: 2590-AA33) received March 1, 2010 to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

7026. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Notice of Interpretation — 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD): Reconsideration of Interpretation of 
Regulations that Determine Pollutants Cov-
ered by the Federal PSD Permit Program re-
ceived April 8, 2010 to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7027. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
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Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Reconsideration of Interpre-
tation of Regulations that Determine Pollut-
ants Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting 
Programs [EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0597; FRL-9133- 
6] (RIN: 2060-AP87) received March 30, 2010 to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7028. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) and Nonattainment New 
Source Review (NSR): Inclusion of Fugitive 
Emissions; Final Rule; Stay [EPA-HQ-OAR- 
2004-0014; FRL-9131-9] (RIN: 2060-AP73) re-
ceived March 26, 2010 to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7029. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Revisions 
to Chapter 116 which relate to the Voiding of 
Permits and Extension of Permits [EPA-R06- 
OAR-2008-0089; FRL-9132-3] received March 
26, 2010 to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7030. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Divison, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 1-Propene, 2,3,3,3- 
tetrafluoro-; Withdrawal of Significant New 
Use Rule [EPA-HQ-OPPT-2008-0918; FRL-8816- 
9] (RIN: 2070-AB27) received March 26, 2010 to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7031. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the General 
Conformity Regulations [EPA-HQ-OAR-2006- 
0669; FRL-9131-7] (RIN: 2060-AH93) received 
March 26, 2010 to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

7032. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule — Regulation of 
Fuels and Fuel Additives: Changes to Renew-
able Fuel Standard Program [EPA-HQ-OAR- 
2005-0161; FRL-9112-3] (RIN: 2060-A081) re-
ceived March 26, 2010 to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7033. A letter from the Acting Associate 
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Schools and 
Libraries Universal Service Support Mecha-
nism [CC Docket No.: 02-6] received April 1, 
2010 to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

7034. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor/Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Amendment of Part 90 of the Commission’s 
Rules [WP Docket No.: 07-100] received April 
1, 2010 to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

7035. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the National Emer-
gency with respect to persons who commit, 
threaten to commit, or support terrorism 
that was declared in Executive Order 13224 of 
September 23, 2001 to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

7036. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting notification 
that effective February 28, 2010, the 15% Dan-
ger Pay Allowance for USG civilian employ-
ees serving in Monrovia and Other, Liberia 
has been eliminated based on improved con-
ditions to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7037. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting annual 
audit of the American Red Cross consoli-
dated financial statements for the year end-
ing June 30, 2009 to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

7038. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Executive and Political Personnel, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a report pur-
suant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act 
of 1998 to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

7039. A letter from the Director, Congres-
sional Affairs and Public Relations, Trade 
and Development Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s Fiscal Year 2009 annual report pre-
pared in accordance with Section 203 of the 
Notification and Federal Employee Anti-
discrimination and Retaliation Act of 2002, 
Pub. L. 107-174 to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

7040. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Fish & Wildlife & Parks, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Refuge Specific 
Regulations; Public Use; Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge [FWS-R7-NSR-2009-0055] 
[70133-1265-0000-4A] (RIN: 1018-AW15) received 
April 1, 2010 to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

7041. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish & Wildlife & Parks, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — 2009–2010 Refuge-Specific Hunt-
ing and Sport Fishing Regulations — Addi-
tions [Docket No.: FWS-R9-NSR-2009-0023] 
[93270-1265-0000-4A] (RIN: 1018-AW49) received 
April 8, 2010 to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

7042. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the third Annual Report of the Office of 
Privacy and Civil Liberties to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

7043. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s quarterly report from 
the Office of Privacy and Civil Liberties to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7044. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Chief Counsel for Legislation & Regulations, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — America’s Ma-
rine Highway Program [Docket No.: 
MARAD-2010-0035] (RIN: 2133-AB70) received 
April 5, 2010 to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7045. A letter from the Regulatory Ombuds-
man, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule 
— Electronic On-Board Recorders for Hours- 
of-Service Compliance [Docket No.: FMCSA- 
2004-18940] (RIN: 2126-AA89) received April 13, 
2010 to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

7046. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Grants to States for Con-
struction or Acquisition of State Home Fa-
cilities-Update of Authorized Beds (RIN: 
2900-AM70) received April 8, 2010 to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

7047. A letter from the Federal Register Li-
aison Officer, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Liquor Dealer Recordkeeping and Registra-
tion, and Repeal of Certain Special (Occupa-
tional) Taxes [Docket No.: TTB-2009-0003; 
T.D. TTB-84; Re: Notice No. 96 and T.D. TTB- 
79] (RIN: 1513-AB63) received April 8, 2010 to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7048. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 
Stripping Transactions for Qualified Tax 
Credit Bonds [Notice 2010-28] received March 
30, 2010 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

7049. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax 
Act of 2009 Clarifications [Notice 2010-18] re-

ceived March 30, 2010 to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself and Ms. 
KAPTUR): 

H.R. 5028. A bill to allow homeowners of 
moderate-value homes who are subject to 
mortgage foreclosure proceedings to remain 
in their homes as renters; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

By Mr. JORDAN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. CHAFFETZ): 

H.R. 5029. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the private sector 
to create robust levels of economic growth; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committees on Financial 
Services, and Appropriations, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. BEAN (for herself, Mr. KIND, 
Mrs. HALVORSON, Ms. MARKEY of Col-
orado, and Mr. NYE): 

H.R. 5030. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow distributions from 
529 plans for the payment of student loans; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. CAPITO: 
H.R. 5031. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against 
tax for individuals age 18 through 30 for cer-
tain retirement contributions; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
MAFFEI, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 
KLEIN of Florida, Mr. PERLMUTTER, 
and Ms. SPEIER): 

H.R. 5032. A bill to amend the Securities 
Investor Protection Act of 1970 to provide in-
surance coverage for certain indirect inves-
tors caught in Ponzi schemes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself 
and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois): 

H.R. 5033. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to carry out 
programs to provide youth in racial or eth-
nic minority or immigrant communities the 
information and skills needed to reduce 
teenage pregnancies; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. DELAHUNT (for himself, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. CHAFFETZ, and Mr. 
QUIGLEY): 

H.R. 5034. A bill to support State based al-
cohol regulation, to clarify evidentiary rules 
for alcohol matters, to ensure the collection 
of all alcohol taxes, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 
H.R. 5035. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for the construction of vessels for the 
Navy and to authorize appropriations for 
loan guarantees for commercial vessels; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. FOSTER (for himself and Mr. 
QUIGLEY): 

H.R. 5036. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a program to 
populate downloadable tax forms with tax-
payer return information; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOYLE (for himself, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. 
HARPER): 

H.R. 5037. A bill to provide for Federal 
agencies to develop public access policies re-
lating to research conducted by employees of 
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that agency or from funds administered by 
that agency; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. HENSARLING (for himself and 
Mr. BACHUS): 

H.R. 5038. A bill to repeal the Community 
Reinvestment Act of 1977; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia: 

H.R. 5039. A bill to amend the Reclamation 
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to participate in the design, plan-
ning, and construction of the Groundwater 
Replenishment System Expansion to reclaim 
and reuse municipal wastewater in the Or-
ange County, California region, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. TIM 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Connecticut, Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida): 

H.R. 5040. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Social Security 
Act to extend health information technology 
assistance eligibility to behavioral health, 
mental health, and substance abuse profes-
sionals and facilities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. HARE (for himself, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. 
TONKO, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Ms. WATSON, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. 
OLVER, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. MICHAUD, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. SIRES, 
Mr. PALLONE, Ms. KILROY, Mr. 
SCHAUER, Mr. BOCCIERI, Ms. SPEIER, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
WILSON of Ohio, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. TITUS, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. KIL-
DEE, and Ms. WATERS): 

H.R. 5041. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the qualifying 
advanced energy project credit; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 5042. A bill to amend section 20 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to allow for 
a private civil action against a person that 
provides substantial assistance in violation 
of such Act; to the Committee on Financial 
Services, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself and Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois): 

H.R. 5043. A bill to amend title 11 of the 
United States Code to modify the 
dischargeability of debts for certain edu-
cational payments and loans; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLEIN of Florida (for himself 
and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN): 

H.R. 5044. A bill to provide for enhanced 
penalties to combat Medicare and Medicaid 
fraud, a Medicare data-mining system and 
biometric technology pilot program, and a 
GAO study on Medicare administrative con-
tractors; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. ADLER of New Jersey: 
H.R. 5045. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the tolling of the 
timing of review for appeals of final deci-
sions of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. AKIN (for himself, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. 
BONNER, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. POSEY, 
and Mr. BILBRAY): 

H.R. 5046. A bill to amend title 13, United 
States Code, to require the inclusion of a 
statement within the decennial census ques-
tionnaire and the American Community Sur-
vey regarding certain response requirements, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. BECERRA: 
H.R. 5047. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide taxpayer protec-
tion and assistance, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Financial 
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. 
SPRATT): 

H.R. 5048. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to enhance 
the protection of credit ratings of 
servicemembers serving on active duty, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CARSON of Indiana: 
H.R. 5049. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to expand the matters covered 
by preseparation counseling provided to 
members of the Armed Forces and their 
spouses; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. COOPER: 
H.R. 5050. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide an election for 
unmarried, nonitemizing individuals to have 
their returns prepared by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BISHOP of New York, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 
New York, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MEEKS 
of New York, Mr. NADLER of New 
York, Mr. WEINER, Ms. CLARKE, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. MCMAHON, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. HALL of 
New York, Mr. MURPHY of New York, 
Mr. TONKO, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. OWENS, 
Mr. ARCURI, Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. LEE of 
New York, Mr. HIGGINS, and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER): 

H.R. 5051. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
23 Genesee Street in Hornell, New York, as 
the ‘‘Zachary Smith Post Office Building’’; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. DENT: 
H.R. 5052. A bill to amend Public Law 110- 

36 to clarify that a period of employment by 
the Chief of Mission or United States Armed 
Forces as a security advisor, translator, or 
interpreter in Iraq or Afghanistan is to be 
counted as a period of residence and physical 
presence in the United States for purposes of 
qualifying for naturalization; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. AUSTRIA, 
and Mr. OLSON): 

H.R. 5053. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to enhance the Federal 
Protective Service’s ability to provide ade-
quate security for the prevention of terrorist 
activities and for the promotion of homeland 
security, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. FORBES: 
H.R. 5054. A bill to prohibit the Internal 

Revenue Service from hiring new employees 
to enforce the Federal Government’s inva-
sion into the health care lives of American 
citizens; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. FUDGE (for herself, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr. 
RUSH): 

H.R. 5055. A bill to provide funds for Pell 
Grants by amending title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Ms. KILROY: 
H.R. 5056. A bill to authorize and request 

the President to award the Medal of Honor 
posthumously to Major Dominic S. Gentile 
of the United States Army Air Forces for 
acts of valor during the World War II; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. OLSON, 
and Mr. CAO): 

H.R. 5057. A bill to prevent the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction, to pre-
pare for attacks using weapons of mass de-
struction, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, Agriculture, Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform, Transportation and Infra-
structure, Foreign Affairs, Intelligence (Per-
manent Select), and Armed Services, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr. 
WEINER, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN): 

H.R. 5058. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide special rules for 
investments lost in a fraudulent Ponzi-type 
scheme; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SALAZAR (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, and Mr. 
MATHESON): 

H.R. 5059. A bill to provide for certain land 
exchanges in Gunnison County, Colorado, 
and Uintah County, Utah; to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 5060. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a refundable credit 
against income tax for tuition expenses in-
curred for each qualifying child of the tax-
payer in attending public or private elemen-
tary or secondary school; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Ms. ESHOO, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. HONDA, Ms. LEE 
of California, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 
California, Mr. STARK, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, and Mr. THOMPSON of 
California): 
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H.R. 5061. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act to provide as-
sistance for programs and activities to pro-
tect the water quality of the San Francisco 
Bay, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
the Budget, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. TEAGUE (for himself and Mr. 
HALL of Texas): 

H.R. 5062. A bill to amend the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005 to promote domestic natural 
gas research and development, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Science and 
Technology. 

By Ms. TSONGAS (for herself and Mr. 
KISSELL): 

H.R. 5063. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Defense to establish a joint task force to im-
prove the research and development of light-
er weight body armor; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. BOCCIERI: 
H. Con. Res. 261. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that the Su-
preme Court should uphold laws that allow 
the families and friends of fallen members of 
the Armed Forces to mourn their loved ones 
in peace and privacy; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself, 
Mr. MEEKS of New York, and Mr. 
RANGEL): 

H. Con. Res. 262. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of National 
Sarcoidosis Awareness Month in April 2010 
and supporting efforts to devote new re-
sources to research the causes of the disease, 
environmental and otherwise, along with 
treatments and workforce strategies to sup-
port individuals with sarcoidosis and their 
families; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself and Mr. BISHOP of Utah): 

H. Res. 1254. A resolution directing the 
Secretary of the Interior to transmit to the 
House of Representatives certain informa-
tion relating to the Secretary’s Treasured 
Landscape Initiative, potential designation 
of National Monuments, and High Priority 
Land-Rationalization Efforts; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. FLAKE: 
H. Res. 1255. A resolution raising a ques-

tion of the privileges of the House; to the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 
H. Res. 1256. A resolution congratulating 

Phil Mickelson on winning the 2010 Masters 
golf tournament; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. 
CASTLE, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. HIMES, Mr. POMEROY, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
BACA, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Ms. 
JENKINS, Mr. LOEBSACK, Ms. CLARKE, 
Ms. HIRONO, Mr. WALZ, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. POLIS of Colorado, 
Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. PAULSEN, 
and Mr. LANCE): 

H. Res. 1257. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Financial Lit-
eracy Month, 2010, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mrs. NAPOLITANO (for herself, Mr. 
TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Ms. 
LEE of California, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. STARK, Mrs. 

MALONEY, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia, Mr. SALAZAR, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE of Texas, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. BACA, Ms. KILPATRICK of 
Michigan, Mr. FILNER, Mr. WILSON of 
Ohio, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. CAPUANO, 
Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. KAGEN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. RUSH, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. ISRAEL, and Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD): 

H. Res. 1258. A resolution expressing sup-
port for designation of May 2010 as Mental 
Health Month; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. POE 
of Texas, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Ms. 
HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. COSTA, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. 
TSONGAS, Mr. KIND, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. 
KILROY, and Ms. GIFFORDS): 

H. Res. 1259. A resolution recognizing and 
supporting the goals and ideals of Sexual As-
sault Awareness Month; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BISHOP of New York: 
H. Res. 1260. A resolution expressing sup-

port for designation of April 2010 as Student 
Financial Aid Awareness Month to raise 
awareness of student financial aid; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. ROSS, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. KENNEDY, 
and Ms. MARKEY of Colorado): 

H. Res. 1261. A resolution recognizing Na-
tional Nurses Week; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. DICKS, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
BAIRD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. COSTA, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 
CAO, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. REICHERT, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. GORDON of 
Tennessee, Mr. CONAWAY, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. WU, Mr. HARE, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. SCHRADER, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
ELLSWORTH, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. TONKO, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 
WITTMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. BOUSTANY, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. BRIGHT, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-
ginia, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. ROTH-
MAN of New Jersey, Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. ENGEL, 
Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California, and Mr. PITTS): 

H. Res. 1262. A resolution expressing condo-
lences to the families, friends, and loved 
ones of the victims of the fire at the Tesoro 

refinery in Anacortes, Washington; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS: 
H. Res. 1263. A resolution expressing sup-

port for Mathematics Awareness Month; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. MOORE of Kansas (for himself, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, 
Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. TERRY, Mr. MARSHALL, 
and Mr. HOLT): 

H. Res. 1264. A resolution expressing sup-
port for the designation of March as Na-
tional Essential Tremor Awareness Month; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mrs. NAPOLITANO (for herself, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
SABLAN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HONDA, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. SIRES, Mr. CARDOZA, 
Mr. COSTA, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. LUJÁN, 
Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Ms. CHU, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SALAZAR, 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Flor-
ida, and Mr. CLYBURN): 

H. Res. 1265. A resolution honoring the life 
and accomplishments of Jaime A. Escalante; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and 
Ms. WATSON): 

H. Res. 1266. A resolution recognizing the 
60th anniversary of the outbreak of the Ko-
rean War; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committee on 
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. MEEKS of New York, and Mr. 
MACK): 

H. Res. 1267. A resolution recognizing the 
200th anniversary of the independence of the 
Republic of Colombia; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. TEAGUE: 
H. Res. 1268. A resolution amending the 

Rules of the House of Representatives to re-
quire chairs and ranking minority members 
of committees and subcommittees to indi-
cate whether they have any financial inter-
est in the employer of any witness at a hear-
ing, any person retaining a witness, or any 
person represented by a witness; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 
Mr. KING of New York, and Mr. 
PASCRELL): 

H. Res. 1269. A resolution commemorating 
the 400th anniversary of the first use of the 
telescope for astronomical observation by 
the Italian scientist Galileo Galilei; to the 
Committee on Science and Technology. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 24: Ms. TITUS, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. 
FUDGE, Mr. BUYER, and Ms. MATSUI. 

H.R. 39: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia. 
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H.R. 333: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. REHBERG, 

and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 476: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 504: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 510: Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 564: Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 635: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 678: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 

DENT, Mr. PERRIELLO, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. INSLEE, 
and Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 690: Mr. TONKO, Mr. GERLACH, and Mr. 
SHUSTER. 

H.R. 705: Mr. LEE of New York. 
H.R. 816: Mr. ARCURI. 
H.R. 847: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H.R. 889: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 891: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
H.R. 930: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 950: Mr. GRIJALVA and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1077: Mr. MICHAUD and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1173: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado. 
H.R. 1177: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. EDWARDS of 

Maryland, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. FOSTER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. MINNICK, Mr. OBEY, 
Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. CARTER, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. WALDEN, 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MCCARTHY of California, 
Mr. MICA, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. TERRY. 

H.R. 1205: Mr. LUCAS, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, and Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.R. 1250: Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 1339: Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 1351: Mr. ARCURI, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-

ginia, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. MOORE of Kansas. 
H.R. 1392: Ms. SCHWARTZ. 
H.R. 1412: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 1430: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 1526: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 1545: Mr. PETERS. 
H.R. 1547: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 1560: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 1618: Mr. HIGGINS. 
H.R. 1646: Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. MELANCON. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. FARR and Mrs. MCMORRIS 

RODGERS. 
H.R. 1685: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 1708: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 1751: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. BRADY of 

Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1821: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 1908: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 1962: Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 2057: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
ARCURI. 

H.R. 2067: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 2089: Mr. PETERS. 
H.R. 2103: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2104: Ms. LEE of California and Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 2132: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Ms. CHU. 
H.R. 2149: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 2160: Mr. WALDEN and Mr. 

FORTENBERRY. 
H.R. 2254: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. SUL-

LIVAN, and Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 2266: Ms. TITUS and Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 2267: Ms. TITUS and Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 2275: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr. 

DOYLE. 
H.R. 2287: Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 2296: Mr. MATHESON. 
H.R. 2378: Mrs. HALVORSON. 
H.R. 2413: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 2478: Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. OBERSTAR, and 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 2521: Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. LUJÁN, Ms. 

SPEIER, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, and Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida. 

H.R. 2536: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 2597: Ms. CHU. 
H.R. 2600: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 2737: Mr. HIMES, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. 

CALVERT and Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 2740: Mr. SCHAUER and Mr. ARCURI. 
H.R. 2819: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 3006: Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 3024: Mr. HIGGINS and Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 3131: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 3186: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 3202: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3225: Mr. ARCURI. 
H.R. 3233: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. 
H.R. 3240: Mr. LATHAM and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3243: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 3310: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 3408: Mr. NADLER of New York. 
H.R. 3453: Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 3458: Mr. WEINER, Ms. HARMAN, and 

Mr. POLIS. 
H.R. 3488: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3502: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. 

SPEIER, and Mr. CHILDERS. 
H.R. 3519: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3553: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 3564: Ms. NORTON, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 

KENNEDY, and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 3592: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 3612: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey and 

Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 3655: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 3668: Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 

LUETKEMEYER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. QUIGLEY, and 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3712: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H.R. 3754: Ms. SHEA-PORTER. 
H.R. 3772: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3799: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 3813: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 

SIMPSON, Mr. HALL of New York, and Ms. 
MOORE of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 3973: Ms. WATSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr. SESTAK. 

H.R. 3995: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 4128: Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 4132: Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. MARIO 

DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. MICA, and Mr. 
COSTA. 

H.R. 4183: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 4186: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 4197: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 4229: Mr. BACA and Mr. AL GREEN of 

Texas. 
H.R. 4274: Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 4278: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 4298: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 4299: Mr. CHANDLER and Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 4303: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 4354: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mr. MAR-

SHALL. 
H.R. 4371: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 

LATOURETTE, Mrs. MALONEY, and Mr. 
SCHAUER. 

H.R. 4376: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Ms. 
MOORE of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 4386: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 4393: Mr. PERRIELLO. 
H.R. 4399: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 4413: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 4453: Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 4472: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 4489: Ms. CHU and Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H.R. 4502: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 4522: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 4524: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 
H.R. 4530: Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 4544: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. ANDREWS, 

and Mr. DRIEHAUS. 
H.R. 4550: Mr. HODES. 
H.R. 4554: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 4555: Mr. BERRY, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. 

MOORE of Wisconsin, and Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 4596: Mr. SIRES, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. 
MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 4638: Mr. ALEXANDER. 
H.R. 4645: Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. 

GRIJALVA, Mrs. BIGGERT, and Mr. ORTIZ. 

H.R. 4677: Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 4684: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. COSTELLO, and 

Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 4689: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. GENE GREEN of 

Texas, and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 4694: Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 4717: Mr. HELLER, Mr. HASTINGS of 

Washington, and Ms. JENKINS. 
H.R. 4722: Mr. KISSELL. 
H.R. 4745: Ms. BEAN and Mr. NYE. 
H.R. 4746: Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. 

REHBERG, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mrs. 
BACHMANN. 

H.R. 4751: Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 4753: Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 4755: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 4788: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. WALZ, Ms. 

WOOLSEY, and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 4806: Ms. KILROY and Mrs. DAVIS of 

California. 
H.R. 4812: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HOLDEN, and 

Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 4829: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. LARSEN of 

Washington, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. MARKEY of Col-
orado, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 4842: Ms. KILROY. 
H.R. 4844: Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 4850: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia, Mr. EHLERS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. PAULSEN, 
Mr. LATHAM, and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 4856: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. 
H.R. 4859: Ms. NORTON, Mr. RAHALL, and 

Mr. ALEXANDER. 
H.R. 4868: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 4870: Ms. KAPTUR and Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 4881: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. 
H.R. 4886: Mr. PITTS and Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 4889: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 4894: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 4903: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 4904: Mr. WAMP. 
H.R. 4908: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4910: Mr. POSEY and Mr. ROGERS of 

Kentucky. 
H.R. 4919: Mrs. BACHMANN, Mrs. BONO 

MACK, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. PITTS, Mrs. MIL-
LER of Michigan, Mr. BARRETT of South 
Carolina, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. GRIFFITH, 
and Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 4925: Mr. NADLER of New York. 
H.R. 4937: Mr. LEE of New York. 
H.R. 4940: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. 

MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 4943: Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BURGESS, 

Mr. MACK, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 4944: Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, and Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky. 

H.R. 4947: Mr. WAMP. 
H.R. 4951: Mr. MORAN of Kansas and Mr. 

POSEY. 
H.R. 4960: Mr. LAMBORN. 
H.R. 4962: Ms. KILROY. 
H.R. 4975: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 

SOUDER. 
H.R. 4985: Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 4996: Mr. LATTA. 
H.R. 4999: Mr. LAMBORN. 
H.R. 5000: Ms. FUDGE and Mr. DRIEHAUS. 
H.R. 5008: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 

SALAZAR, Mr. BOSWELL, and Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 5015: Mr. WELCH, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

DELAHUNT, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FARR, 
and Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 5020: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. HARE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
KENNEDY, and Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. 

H.R. 5021: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.J. Res. 76: Mr. SCHRADER. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. 

BONNER, and Mr. BARTLETT. 
H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 40: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
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H. Con. Res. 50: Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H. Con. Res. 137: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TOWNS, 

and Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 
H. Con. Res. 241: Mr. LEWIS of California. 
H. Con. Res. 256: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 

Mr. WEINER, Mr. SHULER, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. KIRK, and Mr. INGLIS. 

H. Con. Res. 260: Mr. TIM MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. NUNES, Mr. OLSON, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. POSEY, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mr. ROYCE, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. SCHOCK, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. TIAHRT, 
Mr. TIBERI, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. COSTELLO, 
Mr. KAGEN, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. MURPHY of 
New York, Mr. WAMP, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. BRIGHT, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
AUSTRIA, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. 
BERRY, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. BONNER, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. BUCHANAN, 
Mr. BURGESS, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. CHAFFETZ, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. DENT, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. FOXX, Mr. FRANKS of Ar-
izona, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HELLER, Mr. 
INGLIS, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
LATTA, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan, and Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas. 

H. Res. 173: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. WITTMAN, 
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. WOOLSEY, 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MAFFEI, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Mr. OWENS, Mr. LUCAS, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. BOSWELL. 

H. Res. 497: Mr. CALVERT. 
H. Res. 855: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 

BRIGHT, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H. Res. 982: Mr. KIRK, Mr. MICA, Mr. FLEM-
ING, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. KLINE 
of Minnesota. 

H. Res. 989: Mr. SABLAN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
MICHAUD, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H. Res. 1033: Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
SCOTT of Georgia, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, 
Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H. Res. 1073: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H. Res. 1106: Mr. RUSH and Mr. JOHNSON of 

Georgia. 
H. Res. 1171: Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. ARCURI, 

Ms. HIRONO, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SNYDER, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H. Res. 1172: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
SHERMAN, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. KILROY, Mr. 
HARE, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CAMP, 
Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. EHLERS, Ms. SUT-
TON, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. MAFFEI, 
Mr. KAGEN, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
WALZ, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. HIMES, Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. BOCCIERI, 
Mr. ADLER of New Jersey, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
CLAY, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. PE-

TERS, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. SPRATT, Ms. LORET-
TA SANCHEZ of California, Ms. CHU, Ms. 
TITUS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, 
Mr. TEAGUE, Ms. MARKEY of Colorado, and 
Mr. UPTON. 

H. Res. 1175: Mr. STEARNS and Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana. 

H. Res. 1187: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. SABLAN. 

H. Res. 1196: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. REHBERG, 
and Mr. SKELTON. 

H. Res. 1208: Mr. CAO, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. ISSA, Mr. BARROW, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. KIND, Mr. BLUNT, and Ms. 
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. 

H. Res. 1209: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, and 
Mr. PAULSEN. 

H. Res. 1226: Mr. KIRK and Mr. CASSIDY. 
H. Res. 1230: Mr. PRICE of Georgia. 
H. Res. 1240: Mr. MINNICK. 
H. Res. 1241: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. LAMBORN, 

Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. LANCE, Mr. SHULER, Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan, Mr. MCHENRY, Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. MORAN 
of Kansas, and Mr. PRICE of Georgia. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 877: Ms. ESHOO. 
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